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PROCEEDI NGS

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Good
evening, my name is Jeri Scott. | amthe
Cal i fornia Energy Comm ssion's Conpliance Project
Manager for the Los Medanos Project.

We are here tonight to discuss the
petition submtted to the California Energy
Comm ssi on by the Cal pi ne Corporation. Before we
get started | would like to introduce the panel
tonight and then | would like to tell you a little
bit about the California Energy Conm ssion's
amendment process.

As | stated, ny name is Jeri Scott. I
am the Compliance Project Manager.

ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON OFFI CER RI NGER
My name is M ke Ringer. | did public health for
the Energy Conmi ssion.

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: St eve
Baker. | | ooked at efficiency and power
generating capacity.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: Davi d
Mundst ock. | am the attorney for the Conm ssion
staff on conpliance matters.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Gary Rubenstein with

Sierra Research. W are air quality consultants
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for Cal pi ne Corporation.

MR. SOMMER: M ke Sonmmer with Cal pine.
I'mthe Project Manager for the Los Medanos Energy
Center.

MR. FRANCO: Guido Franco, California
Energy Comm ssion, air quality.

COMPLI ANCE PROGRAM MANAGER NAJARI AN:

I''m Chuck Najari an. I'm the Conpliance Program
Manager with the Comm ssion.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Thank
you.

Once a project has been certified by the
California Energy Comm ssion any changes nade to
those conditions contained within the decision
must be analyzed by the staff and presented to the
Comm ssioners at a regularly schedul ed Busi ness
Meeti ng, before any changes can be made to any
| anguage in the conditions.

Cal pine, as | stated, submtted a
petition, staff analyzed the petition and
determ ned that it met the criteria of our
Regul ation 1769 and we proceeded to process the
petition.

What we're doing now and the purpose of

this workshop this evening is to allow Cal pine to
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present their petition to you and to have our
staff give you a sunmary of their analysis and to
answer any questions you may have.

Now what will happen is you've already,
many of you are on the Energy Conmission's mailing
l'ist and you've received a copy of the staff's
analysis. You have until Decenber 15th to comment
on that analysis or anything in the petition.

We have scheduled a goal to have this
before the Comm ssion on December 20th. So,
that's how the process works. And we're here to
get public input and to allow you to participate
in the Energy Conmm ssion's process.

So, without further ado -- and we have
agendas up here if you need an agenda.

Let's start with a description of the
amendment petition and Calpine will present that

to us. Do you have any questions about the

process, about what will happen?

MR. MacDONALD: Janmes MacDonald. |I'm
representing Care. |'malso a resident of
Pittsburg.

On your agenda you don't state -- just
public participation. I's that going to be an

ongoi ng or when do | have the opportunity to
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address issues?

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:
Public participation has been ongoi ng ever
since --

MR. MacDONALD: No, | mean during this
-- is it going -- is ny participation going to be
ongoi ng throughout this neeting tonight or are you
going to have public input at the end of the
meeting? | mean it doesn't exactly specify when.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Oh,
okay, | understand what you're saying. Okay, what
I had in mnd is that after each itemthat it
woul d be open for questions and di scussion at that
time, so it's ongoing participation.

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you.

MR. SOMMER: Jeri, there's seven
components here. Wbuld you like to stop after

each for questions or do we want to go through al

of them? | plan to briefly describe each
component of the amendnent. Either way is fine
with me.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: |
think it may be easier if we stopped after each
component and all ow any of the menbers of the

audi ence to ask questions at that time.
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MR. SOMMER: Okay, very good.

Originally there were seven conponents
to the amendment. The first one is a transfer in
ownership of the project. That was regarding the
| egal entity that was going to own the project and
that request was subsequently withdrawn. We, for
vari ous reasons, decided to | eave the conpany
entity that owns the project as is. There's
obviously no -- it's still Calpine that owns it,
but there's a conpany that Cal pi ne owns, PDEF,
whi ch actually owns the project.

So there's obviously no environmental
i mpacts there. There's no other parties involved
ot her than Cal pine. It's nore just a legal entity
type issue.

The next item was the combustion turbine
fuel consunption Iimt increase which is rel ated
quite closely with the third item so we could
maybe throw that one in as well, the duct burner
size in the heat recovery steam generator.

The conmbustion turbine is the prinme
mover of the project. It's where the majority of
the fuel is conbusted on the project. It exhausts
to a heat recovery steam generator which uses that

exhaust heat to generate steamto drive a steam
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turbine to generate additional power.

The conmbustion turbine in the original
permt, the fuel limts were based on annua
average tenperatures only. Annual average being
around 60 degrees, 60 to 64 degrees.

In order to allow this plant to operate
year round under all conditions, we determ ned
that we should | ook at the fuel consunption on a
| ow anmbi ent tenperature day, as |ow as 40 degrees.
The characteristics of a conmbustion turbine are
that they are a mass flow machine. The denser the
air is -- which, the colder it is the denser it
will be, therefore the nmore mass can pass through
the gas turbine and the nmore power it can
gener at e.

The nore mass that can pass through it,
the more fuel it consumes. So in order to all ow
year round operation without limting our ability
to generate, we requested to increase the limt of
consumpti on of fuel in the conbustion turbine.

Before | go on are there any specific
questions related to that portion?

I guess to kind of go on as to what wil
happen after |'m done speaking, Gary Rubenstein

with Sierra Research will address nore
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7
specifically some of the em ssions and air quality
type issues related to each of these changes. I''m
trying to address nore some of the technical
reasons why we are requesting these changes.

MR. LENGYEL: M ke Lengyel from
Pittsburg. It says the duct burner rating will go
from 83 MN BTU per hour to 333 MN BTU per hour.
Now that's kind of a four-fold increase when
you're asking for a very -- less than 27 megawatts
increase. How come that's a four-fold increase in
that rating if you're not planning some further

expansion of this facility beyond what's stated at

present ?

MR. SOMMER: Okay, that's the next item
is the duct burner size and I'l|l wal k through that
and see if | can answer your question.

The equi pment on this project, the steam
turbine, its ability to generate is based on the
energy that's available fromthe exhaust of the
combustion turbine. Therefore, as | was saying
earlier, this is a mass-blow machine. On a cold
day you pass through nore mass of air, therefore
there's nore mass going to -- your heat recovery
st eam generator produces more steam for your steam

turbine.
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Li kewi se, on a hot day, in the
summertime on a 90 degree day, the output of your
combustion turbine drops significantly. The
exhaust heat available to generate steam drops
significantly. So what we can do is inject
addi tional fuel into the exhaust stream fromthe
conmbustion turbine, add nmore heat to the heat
recovery steam generator to generate and sort of
make up for the | ost generation, because the --
you know what happens on a hot day.

So that allows us to fully utilize the
steam turbine capability that's already there
that, on a cold day, may be fully utilized just
because there's nore mass fl ow and more heat in
the exhaust conpared to a hot day.

So the difference in the originally
perm tted duct burner size and the current duct
burner size is the amount of avail able capability
in the steam turbine on a hot summer day. On a
40-degree day at our maxi mum output we will not be
able to burn the full 333 mllion BTUs in the duct
burner. We'll only be able to burn about 115 or
so one mllion BTUs, | forget the exact number,
before we reach the limts of our steam turbine's

capability.
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So only on a hot day, say 90-degree day,
will we be able to actually utilize the full size
of that duct burner increase that we're requesting
here.

Does that make sense?

MR. LENGYEL: What |'m confused about is
whet her you're |ike planning another expansion
| ater on. You're making this four tinmes bigger
than what it is. Does that inply that you're
going to --

MR. SOMMER: No, it does not. This duct
burner will be associated with the final
installation of the heat recovery steam generator
that we are building right now and the steam
turbine that we're building right now And it
will allow us to fully utilize that equi pment on a
hot day when the performance is degradated. But,
no, the heat from that duct burner cannot be used
on any additional equipnment that m ght be
install ed.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Just,
M ke, before you continue. Once again, may |
encourage you to please come up, because we want
to keep a record of all your concerns and your

questions. Thank you
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MS. LAGANA: Paulette Lagana with CAP-IT
here in Pittsbhurg.

So the increase that you're asking for,
which is the increase in the duct burner and the
increase in the turbine and the duct burner fuel
-- | mean, sorry, the heat recovery system
generator duct, right?

MR. SOMMER: Heat recovery steam
generator duct burner.

MS. LAGANA: Why would this be
necessary?

MR. SOMVER: It's necessary to allow us

to fully utilize the equipment that is provided on
the project. It's necessary to allowus to fully
utilize that equi pment when generation is needed,

which is, in California, it's during high ambient
t enperatures where our plant performance is
degraded the nmost because the generation from a
combustion turbine is less on a hot day. So we
can come back up to and exceed our original design
with this duct burner size increase.

MS. LAGANA: Okay, but the question is,
maybe deeper into the question should be, was not

this plant permtted with this capacity built into

it?
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MR. RUBENSTEI N: The pl ant was
perm tted, but based on Cal pine's engineering
review of the plant after they took it over they
concluded that not all of the different pieces
were designed to work together to optim ze the
out put of the plant.

MS. LAGANA: |s that normal ?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: That they're not fully
optim zed?

MS. LAGANA: Uh- huh.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: I guess it would depend
on the devel oper, not in ny experience with
Cal pine, no. Usually they are fully optim zed
before you go into the |licensing process.

MR. SOMMER: Well, it can be a matter of
the devel oper's pocket book. It costs noney to put
this equipment in. Some plants have duct burners,
some don't. Sonme have sonething called steam
injection, some don't, and sone devel opers choose
to put themin, some don't.

And, again, as Gary said, when we took
over the plant we saw that we could utilize the
equi pment that was already there to increase the
out put and that's the basis of our amendnent.

MS. LAGANA: Wasn't Cal pine, an

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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12
intervenor during the Enron process, as | recall,
the Enron process for this plant?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: I think they m ght have
been, but |'m not certain.

MS. LAGANA: They were.

MR. SOMMER: Were we an intervenor,
Brian?

MS. LAGANA: Yes, you were.

MR. BERTACCHI: Yeah, |'m Brian
Bertacchi from Cal pi ne. Cal pine was an intervenor
in the process, but we didn't have the engineering
details. We weren't an owner of the project. W
didn't have the engineering details that, for
instance, they had as they were procuring
equi pment and doi ng design changes.

MS. LAGANA: But the California Energy
Comm ssion did. They couldn't hide something like
that fromthe California Energy Conmm ssion
because this Comm ssion had to approve that
project based on all available information. Are
you telling me that Enron withheld information
fromthe California Energy Conm ssion?

MR. SOMMER: No, but | don't believe
that the Energy Comm ssion or even Enron had the

detail ed equi pment specs prepared at the time of
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i censing.

MS. LAGANA: You mean you approved
somet hing wi thout knowing all the information?

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: When
an AFC comes in we get a conceptual |ayout of the
project and the setup, and we don't expect the
project owner to have all of the details when they
come in. That is taken into consideration in our
analysis. But, no, not the exclusive detail that
I think that you're referring to.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: Let me
try to differentiate. When it comes to the
environmental inpacts for a project we are
responsi ble for analyzing those. W should not
m ss anything having to do with the environnental
i mpacts.

MS. LAGANA: Ri ght.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: And i f
we'd done our job correctly, we didn't m ss
anything. When it cones to the technica
engi neering details and final engineering design,
that is not something that the Energy Comm ssion
has before it.

MS. LAGANA: But the Energy Comm ssion

needs to make their decision based on capacity.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: No,
actually, you'll hear from an engi neer why that is
not the case. But what counts are the inpacts and
you have a decision with conditions of
certification and strict limtations on the
environmental inpacts. And so we believe we did
our job correctly on that.

What they're tal king about is trying to
i mprove the engineering, the final engineering
design of the project and make it better from a
techni cal perspective. And so what they propose
-- some of it does have an environmental inpact
and that has to be analyzed. Other things don't,
and so we have to differentiate between those, but
the truth is that on any power plant, final
engi neering design is not something that is
presented to the Energy Comm ssion during the
l'icensing phase because an applicant only does it
after the project is licensed.

And they, because it was a different
applicant, because Cal pine took over from Enron,
Cal pi ne thinks they're inproving on Enron's design
and that's part of the basis of the amendnment
before you. They think they're making the project

better.
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MS. LAGANA: It just seens from your
wordi ng that you're making the project bigger. It
may be better, but it's also going to be bigger

MR. RUBENSTEI N: It's going to be bigger
in ternms of its ability to produce power on very
hot days. It's going to have em ssions of some
pol lutants, as you'll hear later, that are higher
It's going to have em ssions of other pollutants
that are much | ower. And, on bal ance, we think
it's going to be better.

The inpacts are different and that's why
we're here today is we anal yzed what the effect of
the change is and we have proposed additi onal
m tigation where we thought it was necessary. In
cases where, for sonme pollutants the em ssions
were actually going down and so |less mtigation is
requi red. But, on the whole, as | said, | think
that what we're proposing is a better package.

MS. LAGANA: So, if you didn't know the
full capacity of this plant prior to your buying
it, is that what you're saying to me, that the

full capacity of what this plant was capabl e of

was not evident to you until you did an
investigation, | guess after you signed the sale
papers?
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MR. RUBENSTEI N: We knew, Cal pine knew,
what the capacity was as Enron had designed it, at
the time that Cal pine bought it.

MS. LAGANA: MWhich was prior to or after
the permt?

MR. SOMVER: It was after the permt.
Enron received the permt and then subsequently we
purchased the project. That was a condition of
our purchase, that they have the permt in hand.

MS. LAGANA: So did you purchase it with
the intent that there may be nodifications you
woul d make?

MR. RUBENSTEIN: | think it's fair to
say that anybody who buys a project is going to
| ook to see whether they can nake it better, and
so | don't think that that's unusual in this case.

MS. LAGANA: Is there a way for you to
make it better without making it bigger?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: In this particular
case --

MR. SOMMER: Well, | think you've said
that we've done that by | ooking at some of the
em ssions assunptions that Enron used and we are
maki ng di fferent assunmptions and conmmitting to

| ower em ssions, for instance for what, startup
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17
and shutdown?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: That's right.

MR. SOMMER: Than the previous
applicant, therefore, yes, we've inmproved it in
those terms.

MS. LAGANA: But in sonme of those
em ssions we're tal king about a major increase.
We're tal king about an increase of over a hundred
percent in some of the sul phur oxide em ssions and
things like that -- | mean carbon nonoxi de
em ssions, we'll get to that later, according to
these tables.

Okay, thank you.

MR. TATAMER: Yeah, nmy nanme is Al an
Tatamer. My question is perhaps premature, but
wanted to hear from you the relevance and sort of
the connection between the increase in the BTUs
and the pollutants em ssions. I's that going to be
addressed very soon?

MR. SOMMER: Yes.

MR. TATAMER: Okay, then |I'll be back
up.

MR. SOMMER: Again, Gary will discuss
probably each of these again from an em ssions

standpoint. So, if there's no other questions on

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

18
the duct burner size I'Il move on to the auxiliary
boi l er.

The auxiliary is a standby piece of
equi pment that is installed on the site primarily
to satisfy our steam host when the main plant is
not operating. By steam host | mean that we
actually take a portion of steam that we generate
and route it off-site through a pipeline to USS
Tosco and they use that steam the heat fromthat
steam in their processes that they do in the
manuf acture of steel.

I f our powerplant, for whatever reason,
is not operating and we cannot export that steam
we still have a contractual obligation to provide
that steam to our steam host, USS Tosco.

So the auxiliary boiler is a stand al one
pi ece of equi pment at the site that can be
operated at any time that we need it to provide
t hat backup steam supply.

The increase in size is essentially due
to a mscalculation in the way it was sized
previously. To produce the anount of steamthat's
requi red per the contract -- again, a contract
that we purchased along with the plant fromthe

previous applicant, you could not generate that
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19
quantity of steamwith the heat input that they
had |icensed.

So, | don't know if they did that
intentionally or not, but we certainly feel that
we need to be able to produce the contractual
quantity of steam for our steam host in the event
that our plant is shut down. So that's why we've
had to increase the size of the auxiliary boiler.

The auxiliary boiler does not, on a
normal basis, contribute to any power generation.
All it makes is steam at a | ow pressure that goes
to our steam host.

MS. BLACKWOOD: | have a question about
that. |'mnot sure | understand how --

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: What
is your nanme?

MS. BLACKWOOD: |I'msorry, |I'mCecilia
Bl ackwood from the Central Addition Neighborhood.
I don't quite understand how a powerpl ant can get
licensed or permtted through the CEC without the
CEC knowi ng somet hi ng about how the plant is
desi gned and how it's proposed to operate.

I mean that would be Iike me |icensing
my power plant and telling you everything was going

to be wonderful, but I'"mgoing to run it off of a

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

20
five-horsepower gasoline notor.

Now, if you guys don't explore and don't
| ook into the design and the equi pnment that
they're going to put in these powerplants, how
many of them are going to get permitted with
hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of amendments?
How many people in the state of California -- and
I''m speaking right now for the Central Addition
We're | ooking at an increase in the pollutants in
our nei ghborhood and we' ve wal ked t hrough every
step of this process with this powerplant and this
is not what we bargained for at all.

Now, there's got to be a way for the
Ener gy Conm ssion, when you guys license these
plants, to know if they're going to be operating,
how they're set up and how they're permtted at
their optinmum capacity, without having to cone
back | ater and give everybody who |ives around
them the big surprise.

And | don't know how you woul d go about
doing that, but | don't understand how there can
be this nmuch difference and you guys not --
somebody in the Energy Conmi ssion not understand
t hat .

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: I
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21
think that your concerns about the generating
capacity will be handled by Steve Baker. And, as
| stated previously, and as did Dave Mundstock, we
have a conceptual know edge of what is going on.
We | ook at the environmental inmpacts and if you
read the staff analysis when we certify a project
it has a nom nal generating capacity. Okay.

And when Steve explains nmore about that
then you'll understand, but |I'm not going to try
to go into that. But we do know what we're
licensing. W look at the environnmental inpact.
We do | ook at the engineering, but generally what
happens is that many project owners when they come
in, they just have the conceptual, they don't have
all the details. And we don't expect themto,
because it's -- | don't know, that would just be
too much. They'd never get through the process,
bringing all of the details in.

But that's why we oversee the
construction and operation of the facility. Okay.

MS. BLACKWOOD: Part of the problemis
that just in the very end everything that happens
fromthe time that a powerplant is permtted until
the day it's shut down on a permanent basis, al

of those things all conme back to environmental
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i mpact in the surrounding area.

And so, for that reason, | think that
maybe, you know -- | know you guys just went
t hrough a whole thing of trying to figure out a
new way to do the siting process and nmake it
qui cker, but maybe in some areas you need to know
more than you get, and that's ny point. It would
save this from happeni ng down the road

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Thank
you.

MR. SOMMER: The next conponent of the
amendment request is a reduction in the combustion
turbine startup and shutdown em ssion rates. In
this amendnment we will be commtting to | ower
em ssion rates during startup and shutdown, and
the previous applicant -- these are simlar or
identical em ssions to the other projects that
Cal pi ne has licensed, such as the Delta Energy
Center, or is attenpting to license in the Bay
Ar ea.

Again, the reason for this is our -- |
guess what we feel is nore accurate know edge of
the operating characteristics of this equipment,
primarily through our existing plants, such as

plants in Texas where we have sim |l ar equi pment
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operating. Also through Sierra Research, Gary
Rubenstein's experience with simlar equipnment,
such as the GE combustion turbine at the Crockett
cogen facility in Crockett, California.

So that is a project inmprovenment from an
environmental standpoint in that issue.

Are there any questions on combustion
turbine startup, shutdown em ssions?

MR. Mac DONALD: Ji m MacDonal d, C. A. R E.

I do have some questions that | do want
to ask or information that | want to receive, but
I was wondering if it's okay if | hold that until

the end instead of having to pieceneal this
t oget her.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:
That's all right, it's perfectly all right.

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Woul d
you mnd repeating that Jinm? | don't think
someone in the back heard you?

MR. MacDONALD: My question was
basically that can | hold nmy question until the
end and they said that was appropriate.

MR. SOMMER: The next itemin the

amendment is the addition of a diesel fired fire
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pump and a natural gas fired emergency generator.
These | believe were always envisioned to be part
of the project, but were not included in the
original license

I want Gary to address some of the
requi rements as far as em ssions, because | don't
want to m sspeak, but | don't believe that these
are regulated in the same manner as our other
em ssion sources, but they do need to be included
in the modeling of the inmpacts and that's why we
added them when we did this amendment to include
them so that their inpacts would be included with
the bal ance of the plant.

The diesel fired fire punp, we have two
fire punps at the site. One is driven by an
electric motor, one is driven by a diesel fuel
pump or engine, so that if we |ose electric power
we have a back up method of operating our fire
systems.

The punp itself would only operate
during a fire, which we hope to never have, and
then it operates during testing which occurs -- |
believe we've licensed it for a one-hour test per
week.

The natural gas fired emergency
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generator again is something that we don't intend
to use on a regular basis, only if the plant is
shut down for some reason because of an equi pment
failure or something of that nature. And the gas
fired generator is 600 kilowatts, a fairly small
unit and, again, only would operate during an
emer gency event.

The final itemis to revise our air
em ssions mtigation -- oh, I"msorry, go ahead.

MS. LAGANA: Excuse me. So on these two
-- the emergency generator, are you telling me
there's no emergency generator right now included
inthis facility?

MR. SOMMER: There will be, yes.

MS. LAGANA: No, |I'm saying as it is
presently permtted, is there an enmergency
gener at or?

MR. SOMMER: As it is permtted? No,
that's why we've added it to the amendment. We're
adding it through an anmendment, because there is
no emergency generator.

MS. LAGANA: So there's no backup
syst enf?

MR. SOMMER: Currently permtted

MS. LAGANA: In this powerplant as it
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was permtted |ast year? Can sonebody address

t hat ?

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Yes.

MR. SOMMER: That's correct.

MS. LAGANA: Don't routinely, don't
power pl ants have to come off |line for repairs,
for, you know -- didn't they have to put off a
whol e bunch of powerplants off line this past fal

in order to, you know, do routine nmaintenance?
Doesn't that happen?

MR. SOMMER: Emer gency power can be
obtai ned through the grid. W' re connected to the
grid. I f our powerplant is off line, normally
we'll take power from PG&E backwards through our
outgoing transm ssion lines into the plant, so
t hat when we're not generating we have power.

If we |ose that then, again, it's making
a choice of do we want to have an emergency
generator? It could be different sizes. [|If we
deci ded that we weren't able to do something
called black start, which means that we don't have
adequate supply fromthe utility, we could run a
bl ack start generator, which is basically a larger
emergency di esel generator to start the plant, but

we don't have that.
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And that's an econom c decision that's
based on where you're at geographically. We're in
a place where we have fairly reliable utility grid
power .

MR. RUBENSTEIN: | think in answer to
your question, Paula, no, it's not necessary to
have an enmergency generator as part of a project.
Most of the devel opers |'ve worked with choose to
have one for exactly the kinds of reasons that
M ke tal ked about. Enron, apparently, did not.

MR. BERTACCHI: And | think we should be
clear that normally that's only used when, not
only is the plant down, but when the grid is
totally black, that's when that emergency
generator would come on. The only other time it
woul d operate is when it was being tested.

MS. LAGANA: Has the grid been totally

bl ack this year?

MR. BERTACCHI: In the |last two years
that I've been involved in the project in
Pittsburg, we had, | think, two outages in the

| ast two years. One, where actually the 115 kv
system went down. One was a lightning strike
related. So they're very short duration periods

and that's one reason why a | ot of devel opers --
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some devel opers choose not to have emergency
generators, because if you | ook at the potential
reliability of the grid, and you say even if |
have an outage it may only be 15 m nutes |ong,
they may choose not to have an emergency
generator. We like to err on the safer side.

MS. LAGANA: So this would act as an
uni nterrupted power source?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: For essentia
operations. As Mke said, it's not big enough to
start the plant, but it's big enough to keep the
l'ights on and the computers running and the
control systens running.

MS. LAGANA: So it's sort of like an
uni nterrupted power source -- you know, basic
power that would do, let's say in a --

MR. SOMMER: We have batteries as well,
but those batteries are only designed to | ast two
hours. So this generator essentially keeps those
batteries charged if they have to operate for an
extended period of tine.

MR. BERTACCHI: It's really not an
uni nterruptabl e power source because the generator
won't be on all the time. We would go in the

bl ack, then we would start the generator to make
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sure we keep charging the batteries for the
uni nterruptabl e power supply.

MS. LAGANA: And the diesel fuel fire
punmp, are you telling me there's no fire punp
avai |l abl e?

MR. SOMMER: Yes, we will have two fire
pumps. One is electric, motor driven and the one
that we want to permt is a diesel-fired backup.

MS. LAGANA: But did the plant come with
some kind of fire punp --

MR. SOMMER: Electric --

MS. LAGANA: The electric one, and
that's not adequate?

MR. SOMVER: It's not adequate to
Cal pi ne.

MS. LAGANA: Okay.

MR. SOMMER: Okay. The final itemis
our revision to air emi ssion mitigation. That

mtigation comes in the terms of em ssions

reductions credits,

MR. RUBENSTEI N:

MR. SOMMVER
of
we have a net increase

t herefore,

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON

correct,

the increases and some of

Gary?
Yes.
And the net result of sone
t he decreases is that
in our potential em ssions,

we' ve had to purchase additional
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em ssions reductions credits.

These were credits actually that came
with the project that we purchased fromthe
previous applicant. They had credits in excess of
what they needed, so we didn't actually have to go
and seek out and purchase additional credits, they
were credits that we had al ready purchased with
the previous project.

I'd suggest then that, Gary, you kind of
go back to the top and do a summary on em ssi ons
air quality?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Okay.

As one of the earlier speakers, | think,
said, there are a whole |lot of numbers here. [|I'm
not going to go through all of them | think the

Comm ssion staff is going to sunmarize them and
I"I'l certainly be happy to answer any questions.
But what |I'm going to do is briefly talk about
whi ch of these changes resulted in changes of
em ssions and whether the em ssions went up or
down as a result.

First of all, l|ooking at the fuel
consumption limt increase for the gas turbine
What we had found in doing a review of the project

as it was originally permtted is that the
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turbine, in fact, was not licensed to allow it to
generate its maxi num out put at very cold
t enperatures.

A lot of the calculations that were done
were based on average tenperatures. We wanted to
make sure that the em ssions cal cul ations were
done based on a true worst case, which, for the
turbine alone, is actually, on a cold wi nter day,
and as a result we cal culated higher em ssions to
represent that new worst case for some of the
pol | ut ants.

For the operation of the duct burners,
the increase in the size of the duct burners also
results in an increase in em ssions during those
hours when the duct burners are operated and we
adjusted the calculations to take that into
account.

The | arger size of the auxiliary boiler
resulted in, again, an increase in em ssions that
we took into account. On the reduction side, we
reviewed the assumpti ons regarding the em ssions
during the startup and believed that they were
substantially overstated and, as a result, we
proposed some fairly dramatic reductions in

startup em ssi ons based on our experience
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review ng startup data from ot her plants.

And, as M ke said, the numbers that
we're proposing here are consistent with those
t hat Cal pi ne has proposed at its other projects
and that the Comm ssion has approved in other
proj ects.

So some of the changes resulted in
i ncreases, some of themresulted in decreases in
em ssions. Sometimes the increases were on an
hourly basis, sometimes a daily, sonmetimes an
annual. The bottom |line on an annual basis was
that there's roughly a 15 percent increase in NOX
em ssions associated with all of these different
changes; a four percent increase in carbon
monoxi de em ssions; a 63 percent reduction in
em ssions of hydrocarbons; a seven percent
increase in particulates; and an 18 percent
increase in SOX em ssions.

So the net is that on a total trends
basis for all of the compounds, that from PMLO in
the air, is that it's probably about a wash or
perhaps a slight reduction. All of the increase
in em ssions required additional analysis and
additional mtigation which we proposed as part of

this package.
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And, as | said, I'"mnot going to go into
all of the numbers at this point, but 1'll be
happy to answer any questi ons.

MS. BLACKWOOD: If in the end you have
close to a wash or a reduction in all of your
pol lutants basically, why is it necessary to buy
extra offset credits? | mean is that all taken
into account when you need extra credits, is
everything all in one --

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Not all of the -- we
had a reduction, for exanple, in hydrocarbon
em ssions of about 60 or 70 tons per year. W
used some of that reduction to mtigate our
addi ti onal NOX em ssions. Under the rules that
the Bay Area district has however, we could not
use those reductions to mtigate our particulate
em ssions increases and so that's why we had to go
and buy some nore credits.

In effect, we had some additional
credits we're going to have to provide, sone
credits are going to end up getting returned. In
terms of what's actually going into the air, as |
said overall, it's a net wash, but, because of the
Bay Area district's accounting rules for different

pol lutants, we're getting back nore credits of one
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pol l utant and we have to provide a smaller
quantity of credits for a different pollutant.

MS. BLACKWOOD: Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: This is worse than the
tax code, let nme tell you.

MS. BLACKWOOD: What a confusing thing
that is.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: To repeat what | just
said, the overall changes in em ssions on an
annual basis are roughly a 15 percent increase in
NOX em ssions, oxides of nitrogen, one of the
compounds that form snog; four percent increase in
carbon monoxi de; a 63 percent reduction in
hydrocar bons, which is another conponent of snog;
a seven percent increase in particulates; and an
18 percent increase in sul phur oxide em ssions.

MR. TATAMER: |'m going to jump up here
and again push ny case. | see here on the date of
this docunment that was basically sent in and
received by the Energy Comm ssion on the 20th of
this month, was that correct?

MR. RUBENSTEI N:  Which document are you
referring to?

MR. TATAMER: |'m | ooking at actually

the notice of the workshop
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MR. RUBENSTEIN: Oh, the notice of the
wor kshop was, yeah.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: No,
that's not right. The date you're referring to on
t hat docunent is the date that we put it in our
official record at the Comm ssion. That November
20th date was the date that we put it in the
official file and it's available for any menber of
the public to review and get copies of.

MR. TATAMER: At this date, Novemnber
20t h?

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Yes,
that's when --

MR. TATAMER: So basically it's been,
we' ve had ei ght days.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: It
was sent out on the 17th.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Are you aski ng about
when this application and all this material was
avai | abl e?

MR. TATAMER: This particular notice of
t he workshop.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: That particul ar notice.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: That

was put in the mail on Novenber 17th.
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MR. RUBENSTEI N: Okay, but it's posted
here as Novenber it was received in dockets.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:

That's when it was docketed, yeah.

MR. TATAMER: You know, there's a | ot of
good informati on here. What strikes me as a
layman is really what's absent and |I'm kind of --
you know, it's very striking that we're talking
about particul ates, we're tal king about NOX, some
of these pollutant el enments, but yet there's no
description of just exactly what these are, any of
the health effects that they have, either short
termor long term

I woul d expect the Energy Conmm ssion
woul d, you know, maybe mandate that as part of an
application.

My conment on, well, as when this was
received, just the fact that this is a hefty
document -- and, again, as a layman, with half a
brain, you know, I'd like to have nore notice, you
know, so | could digest this, so we could actually
have a detailed discussion and a knowl edgeabl e
di scussion on a |lot of these issues.

It strikes of sort of bad politics and

typical politics when, you know, we're not given
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any advance notice even though technically it's
been avail able for a whopping seven days. I think
it -- things like this basically just contribute

to the cynicismthat a | ot of people have towards
government and this project in particular.

' m not done, 1'll be back.

MR. LENGYEL: Gary?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Yes.

MR. LENGYEL: Hello, M ke Lengyel again.
As | recall, the tonnage on the criteria
pol l utants was about 900 tons a year, 908 tons
before the amendnment on those five criteria
pol | ut ants.

I'"'mjust trying to determ ne how many
tons of pollutants are going to come out of there
a year and how many em ssion reduction credits are
going to be required, how many tons a year of
em ssion reduction credits are required.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: | understand your
question, just give nme a second.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: There
are seats, would you like to nove up, so that you
can hear better?

MR. TATAMER: MWhile there's a dead

space, maybe | should ask this in a question. Wy
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is there not detailed environnmental inpact
reports. We're tal king about a powerpl ant here,
we're not tal king about an amusenent park. You
know, we've got significant chem cals, pollutants,
NOX, why is this not made part of the public
record and part of this staff workshop?

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: We
compl eted an anal ysis on public health. I''m
afraid | don't know how nuch nore detailed you
wanted us to be. What we do is we analyze the
information that is given to us.

What Cal pine submtted to us in this
petition we analyzed. We felt it was sufficient
enough to come up with a decision or a
recommendation to the Comm ssion and |'m not
really understandi ng, what more did you want?

MR. TATAMER: Well, | guess |I'm
questioning your responsiveness to the public.
You know, as the California Energy Conmm ssion, as
a government entity in charge, if |I'm not
m st aken, of regulating and licensing this

power pl ant, which by it's very nature is hazardous

to one's health, it just -- 1'd like to know
what -- I'd like to know sone of the statistics
on --
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ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON OFFI CER RI NGER
Okay, the purpose of the public health analysis,
and |'m speaking to that in particular, is that we
are analyzing strictly the changes that were
proposed by the Applicant. The basic analysis,
with all the background information and the higher
| evel of detail was done for the original project.
We didn't see that it was necessary to redo al
that analysis just for the changes, because if you
want to | ook at the original calculations and al
the assunptions that went into the public health
analysis that's still all available in the
original record for this project.

So this is strictly an increnental
assessment. In other words, if the |evel of
detail is this much originally and they're
proposing this much change, this is what we | ook

at now. We don't duplicate the original record.

MR. TATAMER: Well, that's obvious, and
I guess I'd just like to see the bar raised a
little bit. It would be very easy to put together

on a couple of the back pages here, sort of an
environmental inpact on what effects sul phur
di oxi de, particulate matter, whatnot, have on

humans.
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MR. RUBENSTEI N:  You know, | think you
make a very good point. What the problemis here
is that those of us who worked on this, assumed
t hat anyone who is review ng this amendment,
reviewed the Energy Comm ssion's approval of the
project originally, which is where that
information was. And | think it's a good
suggesti on that we should not assume that and we
shoul d probably provide a sunmary for the public
of what each of these pollutants are and what
t hese nunmbers all nean.

MR. TATAMER: Absol utely. In fact,
think that as the public we should absolutely
demand it. You know, this is a public discussion
You know, we need to have all these facts in front
of us in order to make an informed decision, and |
think the problemis the fact that people don't
have all the facts.

We're getting filtered information and
I'd like to see that happen and have that event
publicly announced, you know, with enough warning,
more than a week's notice, so that we can actually
get a turnout.

ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON OFFI CER RI NGER

Are you | ooking for a summary of what has been
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done in the past or are you |l ooking for something
that's a little bit more detailed than just a
sunmary?

MR. TATAMER: No, no, | think a sunmmary
woul d be fine, a sunmary would be fine. Again, as
an activist and as a citizen, you know, in
Pittsburg, and basically as a nei ghbor and hone
owner in the Central Addition, which is the
nei ghbor hood that really is nost closely inpacted
by this facility -- and incidentally the
nei ghbor hood that was first approached by the
officials of Enron when they were | ooking for an
endorsement, you know, it's our children, it's our
I ungs, you know.

Looki ng through here cursorily, and
again, |'mnot going to say that I|I've had enough
time to really digest this, which, you know,
think I've made my point, you know, they say that
they're, you know, within a hundred meters,
typically you've got most of the particul ate
matter dissipating. But, you know, on a good or
bad day, depending on the prevailing wi nds, that
means the top of our homes, our front yards.

So my objection, as is a | ot of people

who |'ve talked to, particularly in this
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particul ar nei ghborhood is the fact that, you
know, you've got six, seven honmes that are next
door to this. And I would like to see, | guess
nunmber one, better documentation, sunmary form
woul d be better, as long as the information is
accurate. And |I'd like to see nore advance
notice.

Jeri, | talked to you back in June, when
it was brought to the group's attention that they
had originally petitioned. And I just find it,
you know, ironic that, you know, it's taken unti
a week ago to finally get this document out in the
public. You know, we should have had this thing
out months and months and months so that we
could -- | made ny point.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Okay.
To address one thing. W can't get the
information out to you until we have it. W
haven't been just sitting on our duffs here at the
Comm ssion. A petition was filed. W asked for
addi ti onal information.

We're also working with our sister
agency in the District and they've conpleted their
anal ysis, and we're working together on this

thing. We have just conpleted it and we got it
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out as fast as we coul d.

Our official notification is ten days.
If we have a workshop we have to give you at | east
ten days. And so what we're |ooking at, too, is
getting it out to you and also we're |ooking at
trying to get a decision to Cal pi ne because their
petition has been in since May, but it's just
taken this |ong.

This is a conplex anmendnment, very
conmplex, and it has just taken us this long. And
al so because we have so many other projects to
work on. If this was our only project, then it
woul d have been different, but we're siting other
projects. We have other projects that are in
construction and that's what happened, and ny
apol ogies for not getting it to you sooner. But
what | wanted to do was get the analysis out to
you and get your comments back, within our 30-day
comment period, so that we could move to the
earliest Business Meeting.

I don't want to rush you, because, as
you said, this is your neighborhood and your
homes. |'m going back to Sacranmento. So, | mean
I want to work with you. |If it need be, we'l

have anot her workshop, if that's what you need.
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Okay. Thank you.

MS. HUGMAN: I am Nancy Hugman. I'"'m a
Pittsburg citizen and with CAP-1T. And | concur
with this gentl eman.

We tal ked a | ot when we had the little
meetings with --

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:
Lorraine White?

MS. HUGMAN: Yes, it was another woman,
yeah.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Yes,
she's Siting Project Manager.

MS. HUGMAN: And most of our speaking
was about our health and so that we have very
little information here tonight for the citizens
about our health, does bother me.

I''m not big on knowi ng what all this
stuff is, but what | want to know is what |evel
are we in, counting this plant and upgrade to this
pl ant and the, what, ten other plants that we
have, and you're buying credits froma glass plant
t hat has been closed for how many years? You al
don't know how many years this glass plant has
been closed that all of a sudden we're buying

credits for so that we can pollute, because it
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once pol |l uted?

MR. RUBENSTEIN: | can answer that
question, but did you want to finish --

MS. HUGMAN: Well, what | want to know
is how close are we, as an area, to a red alert,
let's die now, you know? Let's suck in this air
and gradually kill ourselves, because everybody
seems to be talking in fragnments.

Well, it's just alittle more. Well,
it's just a little more, plus ten other plants and
I''m wondering about the wi sdom of Cal pine, who
bought a broken toy and didn't realize it was
broken and now has to come to get perm ssion to
get it fixed.

It seems |like you all would have | ooked
really close, and said, hum this thing is broken
I think it's kind of risky. This thing isn't
going to work the way it is.

So | feel like we are getting snowed and
not hi ng here has convinced nme otherwi se. But |
would like to know, in the big picture and not
just these fragmented pictures, what is our
pol lution |Ievel and what does it mean to our
heal th? Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Let me first ask, was
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it Mke, your question.

MR. LENGYEL: Yes, sir.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: I normally don't Iike
to add em ssions fromall the different pollutants
t oget her because it is really m xing apples and
oranges, but, in answer to your question, Mke, if
you do add all the apples and oranges up, the
em ssions fromthe plant, as it was originally
permtted by the Energy Conmm ssion, was a maXi mum
of 902 tons per year.

If you add those apples and oranges up
again for the plant, as we've proposed it today,
the total is 895 tons per year, seven tons |ess.
And, so as | said earlier, it's about a wash.

MR. TATAMER: This is collective
pol | utants?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: This is all the
pol lutants that are emtted fromall the stacks at
the plant.

In answer to your question about the
em ssion reduction credits, the pollution credits.
The pollution credits, it's a very difficult thing
to explain, because it doesn't make a whole | ot of
sense.

MS. HUGMAN: You're right, it doesn't,
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it's a way of snowi ng us.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: It's not, and | don't
mean that disrespectfully. [It's not intended to
snow anybody. The whole idea of pollution credits
has been around for about 20 years. Before that,
peopl e could build anything they wanted to and as
|l ong as they could show that their project wasn't
going to cause a violation of an anmbient air
quality standard, it was okay. And frankly, that
was a | oophole big enough to drive an oil refinery
t hrough and a couple of conmpanies in the 1970s
drove oil refineries right through that |oophole.

The whol e idea behind pollution credits
was to get a way of managing the air pollution
fromgrowth. Growth is inevitable and either you
can let it go unabated, which is what happened in
the sixties and seventies, in ternms of industrial
facilities, or you can try to manage it.

Pollution credits are not a way to all ow
a conmpany to build a dirty plant. What pollution
credits are is -- in order to build a plant of any
type you have to first prove to the air agencies
that the plant is clean and that it's safe. It
has to use the best pollution control technol ogies

avai |l abl e and you have to do some fairly
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sophi sticated nodeling analyses to show you're not
going to create any health problens.

If you find a plant that's going to
create health problenms, they can't pay their way
out of it by buying pollution credits. You're not
allowed to do that. The plant just doesn't get
built.

So the first hurdle you have to go
through is you have to prove the plant is going to
be safe.

MS. HUGMAN: The one plant or the plant
plus ten others?

MR. RUBENSTEIN: The plant plus
everything that's in the air already. You have to
prove that all of it together is still going to be
saf e.

Now, once you've made that showi ng,
that's still not enough to get a permt to build a
pl ant, because in many cases what the plant is
doing is it's adding to existing | evels of
pol lution that are already above the air quality
standards, and that's where the pollution credits
come in. Because the reason why the levels are
above the air quality standards is because of al

of us. Everything we do generates air pollution
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and that's why | get back to a way of trying to
manage that growth.

The pollution credits are a system
designed to make sure that pollution from
industrial facilities keeps going down even as new
facilities are being built. And so pollution
credits aren't a substitute for making sure that a
plant is safe, it's an additional requirenent.

Pollution credits aren't something that
Cal pi ne or any other devel oper chooses to do to
avoid a requirenment, it's something they have to
do in addition to neeting all the other
requi rements.

MS. HUGMAN:  Well, | frankly don't care

if you buy a pollution credit from San Jose

somewhere and put it here. |1'm not concerned with
what San Jose is sucking, |I'm concerned with what
we're sucking here. And so ny -- you say you have

to prove that all of these plants together are not
a health hazard to us.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Ri ght .

MS. HUGMAN: Prove it. Tell me what it
is. Tell me how |low are overall em ssions,
includi ng our cars and everything else that's

bei ng done here in our comunity, how -- tell me
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how low it is so that we're going to feel great
about how healthy we're going to be, when you add
your extra bit that you didn't know was going to
be needed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Well, actually we
didn't just analyze the extra bit, we reanalyzed
the entire plant. And in the application that we
sent to the Commi ssion and to the Bay Area air
district back in May we did exactly what you asked
and we showed that when you add the pollution
|l evel s fromthe entire plant, not just this extra
bit, and add it to the highest background | evels,
that the worst case concentrations on the worst
case hour, the worst case day, putting all of
these things together, we're still better than the
state and federal air quality standards, with one
exception. And that one exception is
particul at es.

For particulates virtually the entire
state of California exceeds the state air quality
standard. Virtually the entire state of
California is in compliance with the federal
standards, so we're in between the two standards.

MS. HUGMAN: You nmean is out of

compl i ance
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MR. RUBENSTEIN: No, virtually the
entire state is in conpliance with the federal
standard and is out of conpliance with the state
st andar d. It's in between the two | evels.

What we showed in our analysis is that
our plant isn't going to create any new viol ati ons
and that in addition to that we had to provide
em ssion reduction credits as our contribution to
cleaning up the ness that's already in the air.
But all of that analysis, like |I said, was done
when we submitted the application in May and both
the Bay Area district and the Energy Conm ssion
have to review that and they have to decide
whet her we' ve done it right or not.

MS. HUGMAN: And what are the health
consequences to particul ates?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Particul ate em ssions
are known to be correlated with incidences,

i ncreased frequency of asthma and ot her
respiratory problens.

MR. SOMMER: Before you ask your
questions, Cecilia, | just want to go ahead and
respond to your question regarding the plant and
is it broken, are we fixing it?

The plant, as permtted, could have been
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built and operated within the permt that we
bought it with, but as, you know, Calpine's
corporate philosophy and our planning to own and
operate this plant for 30 years, we chose to do
what's, you know, obviously very difficult and
costly to make these changes. You know, call it
buying a used car and wanting to get a paint job
for it.

These are, as this analysis shows, these
are not significant nonumental changes, these are
smal |l incremental changes. And we chose to make
those. We could have built it as |licensed. W
chose to go through the process, work with the
Ener gy Comm ssion and the Bay Area air district to
get these amendnents, see if they could be
approved and get what we think will be a plant for
us, for Cal pine.

So that, to respond to your question, is
it something that was broke? No, | don't think
so, but we've inproved what it was that we bought.

MR. BERTACCHI : But, Mke, 1'd like to
extend that further. You know, we've been under a
|l ot of -- you know, there's a lot of information
that the public is aware of, that there's been a

| ot of energy crises in the Bay Area, there's not
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enough generation to support all the |load during
the summer peaks.

This was an opportunity for Cal pine, the
| SO, other parties who know that energy is needed,
to increnmentally provide the small increase in
output of this plant that will be used to offset
those needs for energy during those peak periods
and these will be anong the cleanest megawatts
incrementally generated in the whole state.

MS. BLACKWOOD: Actually | -- this is
kind of a strange thing for me to do, because
usually I"m up here chewing on you guys. But
possi bly if you could get these people a copy of
the original anmendnment that was filed in May of
2000 there's a section in here that says "Chronic
I nhal ati on Exposure Report" and it pretty nuch
covers the gambit as far as what's in the air. It
hel ped me a lot as far as, you know, |earning
what's out there.

And | know this has been in the public
record for quite some time and we tal ked about it
at a couple of neighborhood neetings, but you
m ght find a whole bunch of answers in here.
don't know if you can get a copy of this.

M ke, you probably have one, don't you
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Anyway, | just thought it m ght be helpful if you
guys could get sonme extra copies running around

out here it m ght help answer some questions, you
know, for people around. It helped ne, | know

t hat .

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: I
have my cards and if anyone wants a copy of the
petition, 1'll see that you get a copy. It's your
right to have a copy of the petition and of the
staff's anal ysis.

MR. LENGYEL: Gary, | just wanted the
second half of my question answered, how many tons
of em ssion reduction credits does this require

before the amendment and after the amendment ?

Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Let me answer that
after | turn on ny calculator. So if you want to
continue on with some other questions, | will get

that answer for you in just a few m nutes.

MS. LAGANA: I have a question for the
Comm ssion and that is this amendnent process had
to be put in place because there would be an
incident where, after permt was given, something
needed to be adjusted? |Is that why this amendment

peri od was created?
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SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: That's
basically right. | mean the Conm ssion has a
regul ation, which is 1769 of our regulations, that
all ows an applicant to petition to make a change
in its project, actually requires it. The
applicant can't just do sonmething willy-nilly. If
they want to change the project, they have to cone
to the Conmm ssion, get our perm ssion and, if
necessary, go through the kind of analysis you
have before you here on this type of amendment,
because there are potential environnmental inpacts
here. That's why they have to get the offsets and
go -- that's why it's also taken over half a year
because there were various things that had to be
anal yzed.

Many applicants, most, will produce sone
amendments during the course of the time that they

woul d be operating projects. So that's considered

nor mal .
MS. LAGANA: During the project?
SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: Yes.
MS. LAGANA: You mean after the permt
is given?

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: During

construction and after construction is conpleted.
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One of the things that the Conpliance Unit does is
it processes these amendnents froma variety of
applicants.

MS. LAGANA: So Mark would be processing
some kind of amendnments? No. He's the Conpliance
Manager, isn't he?

COMPLI ANCE PROGRAM MANAGER NAJARI AN:

The Energy Conm ssion, the normal process, after
certification is -- and the years we've been
permtting projects there are anmendnents. There
are changes. There are details to change,
situations change and the systemis set up to
account for that, to account for that flexibility.

MS. LAGANA: So these kind of amendments
are being produced? | nmean | know five amendments
were submtted at the end of the permt process,
during the | ast eight nonths, ten nmonths -- five
amendnment s.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: If you're asking is
Cal pine's situation normal --

MS. LAGANA: Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: The answer woul d be no.
Cal pi ne buying Enron's plant and then deciding
that they're going to take another |ook at certain

parts of the engineering, that's unusual.
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MS. LAGANA: Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: And so that's been
explained. | mean that's what happened here.

MS. LAGANA: Ri ght.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: The traditional
power pl ant that's built is built by the same
applicant that licenses it and they m ght sell it
much | ater. But Enron licensing the project and
i medi ately selling it to Cal pine, triggered
Cal pi ne --

MS. LAGANA: Under law it had to.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: | wasn't involved in
that, but that triggered Cal pine's |ooking at the
project and comng up with their own, what they
bel i eved, were better ideas. So that the quantity
of amendments at this stage certainly is greater
than would be for an average powerpl ant, because
an average powerplant would be built by the same
|icensee that went through the original process,
so this is different.

MS. LAGANA: Gary, in your experience,
or, Mke, in your experience, would Cal pi ne have
had to write up this kind of amendnent after a
permt has been granted? And you have what,

don't know, five, ten projects out there in the
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MR. RUBENSTEIN: No, it doesn't matter.

MS. LAGANA: Twenty-five?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: A lot.

MS. LAGANA: So in the 25 permts that
you've been given in the |ast couple of years --

MR. SOMMER: Those are not all Cal pine
proj ects.

MS. LAGANA: I'm tal king Cal pine
seriously.

MR. SOMMVER: Okay.

MS. LAGANA: Have you had to do
amendments -- on the Cal pi ne ones?

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Yes. | would state
they're not --

MS. LAGANA: I's that ordinary or
extraordi nary?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: I think doing
amendments after a project is approved, in ny
experience, is ordinary. It's usual. They vary
in how | arge the changes are, and | don't nean
terms of megawatts, but in terms of how
conmplicated they are.

MS. LAGANA: MWhat | mean is the kind of

amendment s t hat
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wor kshop, before a comm ssion, not something a
staff could say, oh, yeah, go ahead, no problem

But 1'm tal king about an amendment that
woul d have to generate this kind of workshop.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: For the projects that
I've personally worked on, not just Cal pine
projects, | have probably been to, on the average,
one workshop a year dealing with amendments |i ke
this.

MS. LAGANA: That's not a | ot.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Well, it is if you
t hi nk of how many projects are actually under
construction in the state of California. There's
not a lot. Under construction, as opposed to in
the licensing process.

MS. LAGANA: Yeah.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: It's not something that
happens everyday, but, again, it's not unconnon.
And, as | said and | think as soneone el se said
too, this is a fairly conplicated set of changes
conpared to others that I've seen --

MS. LAGANA: Because of the buying --

MR. RUBENSTEIN: -- because of the
change of ownership, different engineering

phi |l osophies and a desire to optim ze the
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performance of this plant.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: But
amendnments are normal. | think that should be
stressed. Virtually every powerplant applicant
we've ever had at the Energy Conm ssion, at one
time or another comes in with some amendnents, so
there's nothing unusual to write amendnments.

MS. LAGANA: Right, but I'mtalking
about an amendnment that would generate a workshop
l'ike this, that would have to come before the
Comm ssion. Not an amendment that would just be
the staff can approve it, it's no big deal

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK:
Amendnents that would require an analysis that
woul d not be automatically approved --

MS. LAGANA: Ri ght.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: --
again, those would be fairly conmmon for nost
power pl ants.

MS. LAGANA: Okay.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: Those
woul d be considered typical. W expect to get
some of them from nost of the powerplants we
i cense.

MS. LAGANA: Okay, thank you.
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COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:

Paul ette, most of the amendments that we process
are ones that do go before the Conm ssion, not
necessarily with a workshop, because nost of the
time the applicant wants to change something in
the condition and the staff can't change any

| anguage in the condition. The Conmi ssioners are
the ones who can do that.

So the majority of the petitions that
have been processed by staff and presented to the
Comm ssi on have been ones that involve changes to
condi tions.

MS. LAGANA: Then if that's such a
routine matter why isn't this on the Internet?

Why isn't this available in public information? |
mean if | wasn't on this list | wouldn't have
gotten this. If I wasn't an intervenor | woul dn't
have gotten this information.

The ordinary citizens, people in nmy
nei ghbor hood, they don't know anything about this
meeting. You didn't have to put it in the
newspaper. You didn't have to do anything, but
tell the people who are already interested in this
project. And if you can see there are over 50,000

people in this city, do you see 50,000 people
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bei ng represented here? Do you?

Do you know what |'m saying?

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Yes,
I understand what you're saying.

MS. LAGANA: If you're going to have
this kind, that it generates this kind of workshop
and it's not on the Internet, it's not available
like that, it doesn't have to be publicly noted,
there's something wrong. And if it's a normal
process --

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: We
have a website that noticed this --

MS. LAGANA: It's not on the website.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: --
this notice of certification, the notice of
recei pt was on the website. | put on the staff
analysis and that is on the website now.

MS. LAGANA: This docunment is on the
website?

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:
That's on the website. | sent it to the web
master on the 17th.

MS. LAGANA: of ?

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:

November .
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MS. LAGANA: But this was submitted in
May .

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: The
petition -- okay. W do not get an electronic
copy of the petition. W get hard copies |like
this. That --

MS. LAGANA: Well, maybe we need to
change that.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Wai t
a mnute. That is the purpose of the notice of
receipt. W send it out and we put on the website
Cal pi ne has submtted a petition. This is what
it's about. If you want a copy of the petition,
you want a copy of the analysis, you want to
participate in the process, that's on the website.
That's standard, which for every notice of receipt
that we send out, and the notice of the receipt is
on the website.

Okay, now, maybe our process of
notification needs to be changed. We'Il take that
back to the Comm ssioners, but right now this is
all | have to work with

MS. LAGANA: | understand that, Jeri,
and | appreciate that.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Okay.
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MS. LAGANA: From our

t hank you.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:

I do. Thank you.
MR. BERTACCHI: Jeri

out a newsletter to the Centra

ng fromtoo.

poi nt of view --

Yes,

Cal pi ne al so put

Addition in | at

Sept enmber and we announced the date of this

wor kshop, that we'd be having this workshop.

e
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MS. LAGANA: I's there anybody here who's

here from that notification?

MS. BLACKWOOD: Wel |

actually | got

notification through the CEC, but it was ny

under st andi ng that everybody who signed the

petition fromthe Central Additi
woul d be notified by mail about
and they weren't.

MR. TATAMER: I'd just

Paul ette. I know it seens |ike

on Nei ghbor hood

this, by the CEC

li ke to support

we all have

t hankl ess jobs, no matter what we do. Again, as

an activist and someone who is concerned about

my

famly and everyone in this community, | feel that

you guys could do a better job

And |'m

addressing this really to the CEC.

We've been tal king for
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know t hat you've just received this, but, you
know, as Paul ette has suggested, not only is there
a website, a medium albeit, restricted to people
who have web access, which is a small percentage,
but there's newspapers. I know we've got menbers
of the press here now.

I'd like to see -- you know, and again,
I know this is not your responsibility, but |I nmean
there should be full-page ads running and there
shoul d be two weeks, a nmonth's notice so that we
really can get the turnout. There's television
there's radio. | mean there's a |lot of things
t hat could have been done that aren't.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: I'mready to answer,
M ke, your question. Again, we're dealing with
appl es and oranges here and this is a very -- this
is a sinmplification, but, the original anount of
offset credits that had to be provided for the
project, as it was originally approved for Enron,
was 412 tons per year.

The anmount of credits that are required
for the project as we're proposing it nowis 367
tons per year, 44 tons |less. \Which, of course
rai ses the question that was asked earlier, if

it's so much less, why are we having to provide
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appl es and oranges problem

In effect, we're having to provide 34
more tons of apples, but we're getting back 78
tons of oranges. So overall, on a tons basis,
there really is a net reduction, but because of
the accounting procedures that the Bay Area

district, the difference between the pollutants,

we're having to provide nmore credits for one type

of pollutant and get back, in exchange, a greater

volume of credits for another pollutant.
Does t hat answer your question?
MR. LENGYEL: VYes.

MR. RUBENSTEI N:  Okay.

66

MR. MacDONALD: It was my intent to wait

until the end, but there seens to be some areas
that | think need clarification.

First of all, again, my name is Jim
MacDonald. | am representing C. A R E.

Air pollution credits are very easy to

explain. When they exceed the allowable em ssions

they are required to buy offsets and these are

em ssion credits, and that's the basic fundament al

issue with the credits, is that they are, in fact,

exceedi ng state standards and are required to
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clean up other communities, not our own, and using
facilities that have already closed and are no
| onger producing pollution, resulting in a net
increase in pollution in the Pittsburg, Antioch,
Brent wood, Oakl ey, and several other m | es past
that, even to Sacramento.

It was ny intent and it still is my
intent to put in the record officially this
docunent . |'ve been told, and this is for the
record, that there is no witten nmeans of which
for me to officially put this into the record.
Nevert hel ess | am going to hand this to the
California Energy Comm ssion. It is aletter from
C. A R E.

Basically what this letter is stating is
that the proceedi ngs are not CEQA equival ent, that
this amendnent is a piecemeal action by Cal pine-
Bechtel and we're quoting some | egal docunentation
from Ki ngs County Farm Bureau versus City of
Hanford. And there's sonme other documentation,
| egal docunmentation here for the California Energy
Comm ssion to | ook at.

Al so for the individuals who are here,
this plant is required to have the best technol ogy

available. It currently is not the best
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technol ogy available. There is SCONOX and, again,
we will be bringing information to the California
Energy Commi ssion if, in fact, they allow it to be
put into the record.

And, again, for the public's
consumption, there's a good possibility that the
California Energy Comm ssion, in fact, will not
allow this technol ogy, the information on this
technol ogy to be entered into the record at this
time. And they are not |ooking after your best
interests as far as the health and wel fare of the
children of Pittsburg.

And again | want to hand you this
documentation for the record.

I think so far what |'ve heard C. A R E
has been of the position that many of the
cal cul ations presented to the California Energy

Comm ssi on and done by the California Energy

Comm ssion are m scal cul ati ons. If you go back
over the record, you will actually hear from some
of the people giving testinmony that, in fact, that

their cal cul ati ons have been not accurate in the
past and there's no reason to suspect that these
cal cul ati ons continue to be accurate.

We do take exception to their 530
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megawatt output of the current plant. We also
take exception to the fact that these increases,
these changes are only going to be a 29- megawatt
i ncrease in power.

They didn't know that they had 30-
megawatts extra power until just recently.

There's no reason for anybody to believe that this
29 megawatts, that they're saying that they have
today won't turn into 100 megawatts, 150
megawatts, 200 nmegawatts.

So we are asking for additional written
information from Cal pi ne-Bechtel and the
California Energy Comm ssion. Specifically we
want vendors of the equi pment that's being
supplied to Cal pi ne-Bechtel and their
specifications so that independent engineers can
investigate the potential total output of these
changes. We believe that the amendments will have
much nmore potential than 29 nmegawatts.

We believe that the amendnents have a
potential of at |east 100 to 130 negawatts, which
woul d require a new AFC be done on the plant.

We've al so | ooked at some of this
documentati on. Again, we haven't had the time to

have experts in the field of endangered species
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take a |l ook at it, but we see no docunmentation on
the possible effects of endangered species in the
area. There's currently five or six endangered
species within the area.

We see no air pollution airborne
dropout. You can estimate 15 to 20 percent of the
ai rborne pollution ends up into the river supply,
affecting endangered species. W see no reports
on that type of pollution.

Agai n, we believe that this report
confirms our beliefs that the air modeling is
i naccur at e. If you look at -- let me find the
page. If you | ook at page 13 in particular you
will see that the air pollution levels do not, in
fact, -- that the Calpine Pittsburg air nmonitoring
station does not coincide with the air studies
t hat were done.

In fact, this graph proves what we have
been saying all along, that the information from
the Concord station and fromthe Bethel |sland are
i naccurate, incorrect and should not be used in
air modeling and we're requesting that a conplete
new air nmodeling be done of the entire region
based on the new informati on that has been clearly

shown to differ fromthe air pollution information
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that has already existed. And, again, that has
al ways been -- I'Ill frankly say a demand, that the
air pollution, the actual air pollution in the
Pittsburg area be nonitored and used to deternm ne
background | evels.

And | think the other thing that the
audi ence and the California Energy Conmm ssion,
particularly the audi ence, needs to take into
account is that total tonnage really is no
i ndi cati on whatsoever of the amount of toxins that
your famly, particularly your children, will be
exposed to.

Very m nute quantities of arsenic are
poi sonous. You don't have to get into tons.

Gl assfuls of water won't kill you, so what we
really need to be finding out is are they trading
gl assfuls of water for glassfuls of arsenic. And
that is basically what C. A R E. has al ways
contended that the pollution levels that are being

permtted are basically being m srepresented.

That's all | have at this time. Thank
you.

MR. BACA: You get sonebody new. My
name is Tom Baca. |I'mwith the Internationa

Br ot her hood of Boil ermakers, |ocal Lodge 549,
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| ocated at 2191 Pi ednmont Way, Pittsburg,
California. I am al so a menmber of CURE and | just
wanted to make a clarification for the record.

' mnot sure what C.A R E. is. CURE is
Concerned Unions for Reliable Energy. And | just
want to make it plain that we support this
project. W' ve entered in a partnership with
Cal pine. W' re building plants in Yuba City.
We're building the plant at the Delta Energy
plant, also in Pittsburg. And |I've dealt with
M ke Sonmmers personally. W' ve had a great
rel ati onshi p.

Everyt hing that we've got together on,
| ocal hire, good paying jobs, union enployees once
the plants are running, everything has come
through for us. We haven't had any problems. When
| went out to talk to M ke Sommers out at Kiewit,
on that project, the Los Medanos Energy Center,
he's been very responsive, receptive to any
concerns we've had, has addressed them

And we had concerns going into this. W
addressed our concerns and so far we've had a
great relationship with Cal pine and feel very
confortable with them as part of this community.

Thank you.
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MR. RUBENSTEI N: Jeri, would it be
possi bl e or appropriate for nme to respond to sonme
of the comments that were made earlier, or would
you rather wait until the end? 1'd be happy to
wai t .

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Okay.
I'"'m just thinking that we have a full agenda to go
t hrough here and I want to get everything covered.
But it's also very inmportant that everybody's --
that's the purpose of this workshop is to make
sure that we answer your questions and address
your concerns.

So, |'m wondering if maybe, let's hold
off for that and maybe once we go through the
anal ysis that maybe some of the questions will be
answer ed. I's that okay?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Okay.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Thank
you.

Why don't we nove on to -- M ke and
Gary, you're finished?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Yes, we are.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Okay.
Let's nove on to Steve Baker and the generating

capacity.
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SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: We

normal |y don't address generati

such. The only reason it's bee

ng capacity as

n brought up is

because | guess this gentleman or sonmeone brought

it up as a potential issue int

The Energy Conm ssion

hi s amendnment.

does not license a

certain number of megawatts of electric capacity.

It licenses a facility that wil
than a certain amount of enviro

El ectric output, as s

| produce no nore
nment al i nmpacts.

uch, is not an

adverse inpact. It's not an environmental inpact.

I f additional generation should

produce nore

pol lutants, then that would be an environnental

i mpact .

You' ve got M. Rubenstein here to

explain to you why that's not t

he case. Sinmply

the fact that the powerplant puts out nore than

500 megawatts or nore than 20 megawatts or nore

t han one kil owatt does not, of
anything here. It's insignific
As far as the content
l'icensing process is required b
amendment is larger than 50 meg
true. The Conm ssion did not |

that was to put out only 500 me

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON
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The Conmi ssion licensed, originally
Enron, to install X equipment at Y site and when
that equi pnent is turned on and operated, it will
put out a certain amount of electricity. That
amount of electricity was not an inherent factor
in the licensing. The licensing process |ooked at
the environnmental inpacts that would result when
t hat equi pment was installed and operated and
that's all been handl ed el sewhere.

So the generating capacity itself is not
an inmpact and it's really not an issue here.

We | ook to see when we |icense a
power pl ant, the Energy Comm ssion | ooks to see
that the project will comply with all applicable
| aws. They do not look to see that it is an
optimum desi gn.

When you build a project such as this,
that costs nearly half a billion dollars and
that's with a b, you don't sit down and do all the
final design first and then go get a license for
it. You can't afford that.

The engi neering and design alone costs
mllions of dollars. Now venture capitalists
don't put up that kind of money unless there's a

license on the table. So what occurs is the
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devel oper hires an engineer to do a prelimnary
design and the prelimnary design, in some cases
is rough.

Where the prelimnary design is relied
upon to cal cul ate adverse inpacts, such as air
pol lution, they're all calculated at the worst
possi bl e case. So that when the project is
actually built it will produce no nore than the
perm tted amount of pollutants or other inpacts.

The design that goes through the
l'icensing process is a prelimnary design. After
the license has been granted then the devel oper

can go out to the investment conmunity and borrow

the half a billion dollars necessary to purchase
the equi pnment, install it and operate it.
When you get your license, the first

thing you do is you turn your engineers |ose on
doing the detail ed design of the project. I n many
cases the engi neer that does the detail design
will be the same engineering conpany that did the
prelimnary design. That's not necessarily so.
Every devel oper |1've been famliar with
in my 26 years in the power industry has gone out
and hired an engineer to do the prelimnary design

and then has gone out for bids to hire an engi neer
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to do the final design. In sonme cases the first
conmpany gets the bid and in other cases they
don't.

I've seen several projects where the
final design is done by a different engineering
conmpany than the first. And believe ne,
engi neering conpanies are not identical. Conpany
A may design a plant like this. Company B will
prefer to design a plant like this. They'll be
very simlar, but they'll be different.

If you hire Conpany A to do your
prelimnary design and Conpany B to do your fina
design, Conpany B will want to make some changes
to that prelimnary design. It's normal . It
happens all the time. Nothing that unusual has
happened in this case.

The magni tude of the changes were
greater. | can tell you, from my persona
knowl edge, which is not part of the project
record, but |I'mjust saying here tonight, | know
t hat Enron, when they went through our |icensing
process, did not intend to continue to own and
operate the plant. Their intention was to sell it
|l ong before the license was granted, |ong before.

As such, they may, now | can't be
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certain of this, but they may have been | ess than
fully diligent in doing their prelimnary design
Maybe not, | don't know. But the thing that
concerns us here, are the inprovenents that
Cal pi ne proposes to make such that it would
require a new licensing process? And the answer
to that is no.

The project that was originally licensed
by Enron was to install X turbine generators at Y
site and operate them and that's what's going to
happen. The same machi nes that were licensed will
be installed at the same site and when they're
turned on and operated they'll produce some nunber
of megawatts. Maybe it will be 530, maybe it wil
be more, maybe it will be |ess.

If the amendment goes through maybe it
will be 459 nmegawatts, maybe nore, maybe |ess. W
don't know. Large powerplants like this are not
made by the mllions, they don't flow off an
assemblyline like cars in a Detroit assenbly
pl ant.

When Ford or General Motors or Chrysler
comes out with a new car, they go to the Federa
EPA and they bring sanples and the EPA tests the

cars for em ssions to see how nuch pollutants conme
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out the exhaust pipe. They'll test several cars
and when the design is appropriate the EPA will
bl ess that particul ar nmodel.

They'l |l say, okay, Chrysler, you can
build as many of this car as you want with this
engine and all these snog controls on it and we
know that they'll all meet the requirenents.

So Chrysler pushes the button and these
cars flow off the line, several hundred a day.
There will be variations, but in general, when you
build miIlions of units |like that, all of them
essentially identical, they all put out pretty
much the same output, the same power, the same
pol | uti on.

Large powerplants, such as we're talKking
about here, they're not built by the mllions.
They're not even built by the hundreds. And in
California right now there are only four in
construction. This is one of them The Delta
project is the other. Congratul ations, you've got
hal f of California's powerplants in your backyard.

MS. LAGANA: That's the issue. Actually
we have three.

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: Not

yet. Anyway, what |I'm saying is that we don't
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know it -- because we don't build these by the
mllions, we don't know until this plant is
actually turned on and operated and we don't know
exactly how much power it's going to produce. It
will be somewhere around 530 megawatts, but the
Energy Comm ssion didn't care when it went through
the licensing process, because we're not here to
license the exact number of megawatts. We're here
to license the environmental inpacts created when
those nmegawatts are generated and that's what
we' ve done.

We've put strict limts on the inpacts
that can be created by this powerplant. Air
pol lution, noise, odor, visual degradation
everything has been covered. It's all had Ilimts
put on it. The project is not allowed to put out
any nmore inpacts than were in the Energy
Comm ssion's |icense

The license doesn't say anything about a
limt on megawatts. And again, as you can see in
my anal ysis, the proposed increase in megawatts is
| ess than 50, so, therefore, the amendment process
is appropriate.

MS. LAGANA: Given that the website and

all of the docunmentation that's come out regarding
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this powerplant has described it as a 500- megawatt
power pl ant and to |ight has conme that, truly, with
this kind of capacity in terms of the way it was
permtted the capacity is truly 530, is that
correct?

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: I'n
this particular case, yes. Again, these
power pl ants are all unique. Every one is a little
different fromevery other one. Even ones that
use the same gas turbine generators fromthe same
manufacturer. The rest of the project is not
identical. There will be some differences.

MS. LAGANA: So it's a 30-megawatt
di fference?

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: No,
no. Let me talk again for a couple of m nutes and
then continue, but et me interrupt you.

The farther along in the design and
constructi on and operation process you are the
more you can predict the electrical output of the
pl ant with accuracy and certainty. When you first
come up with the prelimnary design you don't
accurately or with a ot of certainty know how
much power it's going to produce

That nunber is based on the prelimnary
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sel ection of the equipnment. You know, are you

going to buy Westinghouse or General Electric or

let's say a Brown and Ferry. |It's based on
standard -- experience with simlar designs in the
past.

Okay, Cal pine has built plants before.
None of them were exactly the same as this one.
This is a cogeneration plant. Some of the energy
created in the plant goes to Tosco. Not all of it
goes into the electric power grid.

MS. LAGANA: That's steam that's going
to Tosco?

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: Yes.
So that makes it a little different from other
pl ants they have built, which are not
cogeneration, where all the steam in fact, is
turned into electricity. So there's a difference
there. Before the plant is built we can only
estimate the actual output.

Anot her thing, say they decide, you
know, during the process, okay, we're going to
buy, for exanple, General Electric gas turbine
generators and a General Electric steam turbine
generator. Okay, we're going to buy these nodels.

Okay, fine.
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Well, when this particular turbine first
came out on the market General Electric said it's
240 megawatts. Well, okay, if you put two of them
together that's 480. So if this plant had been
proposed a couple of years earlier it would have
been proposed as a 480-megawatt project.

As time goes on General Electric |earned
t hi ngs about their turbines. These are new
machi nes. The first one in California was
operating at the C and H Sugar Refinery in
Crockett. That was the first G E. 7F gas
turbine. That was one that came off the skids
rated at 240 nmegawatts. It's putting out nore
than that today.

The manufacturer comes out with a new
machi ne, and again, these are new. There aren't
that many of these machines in use and they
haven't been on the ground for that |ong

They canme out with a new machi ne and
they wanted to rate it conservatively. Okay. G
E. isn't going to say, here, I'll sell you this
gas turbine. It's 300 nmegawatts and you buy it
and you put it on the ground and you plug it in
and it puts out 250. There's a big lawsuit com ng

t here.
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The manufacturers don't overrate their
machi nes, they'll underrate them Okay. W'l
sell you a 240-nmegawatt machi ne, hoping that it
will put out at least that and certain that it
will.

As the manufacturer gains experience
with these machi nes, as they sell them as people
buy them and put themin their powerplants, start
up the powerplants and operate them G. E. |ooks
over their shoulder, "Golly, that thing puts out
more than 240 megawatts. It's putting out 250
maybe 260. That's pretty good. Here's another
one over here. This is working and it's putting
out 257 negawatts.”

As the manufacturer gets nmore experience
with its new machine, as nmore of these machines
are on the market and being used, the manufacturer
will increase the ratings. Then, as they're

| earni ng nore about these machines that they're

creating, the manufacturers will go back and
they' Il tweak them
They'l|l say, "Gee, if we change the

pitch or the shape of this row of blades in the
compressor, we'll get a little nore efficiency, a

little bit more power. If we make a little change
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here in a combustor transition duct, we can get a
little bit more efficiency and power out of it and
alittle bit |ower em ssions, and by golly, we can
put another row of blades in the front of that
conmpressor and this thing is really going to go."

They make changes like this. So the
same machi ne that was originally 240 nmegawatts,
now maybe it's rated at 260. As the machines come
off the line and are put in place, people are
| earning how to use themdifferently. The first
machi nes of this type that canme out were not steam
injected. Now they offer steaminjection, because
the manufacturers have | earned that, gee, we can
put steamin here and it works even better, son of
a gun.

As far as duct burning, some plants need
duct burning and sonme don't. A cogeneration plant
is a prime candidate for a duct burner, because so
much of the heat that conmes in, that's captured --
you know, otherwi se wasted heat -- so nmuch of this
heat that's captured fromthe gas turbine exhaust
is going to be used to feed the steam host, Tosco,
that it's a natural to want to put a duct burner
in there to make up some nmore so that you can run

that steam turbine generator at its maximum And,
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again, this only on hot days. You won't need that
duct burner, you won't want to use it, you can't
use it on cold days.

So, there's all these different factors
that go into the m x, but nobody knows for certain
until that thing out there is actually built and
turned on and started up and has finished its
initial tests, no one will know how many megawatts
it's capable of producing. And we understand
that. And that's why the exact megawatt output is
not a factor in the |licensing process.

MS. LAGANA: Then why would you put a
50- megawatt line in the sand and say if it's
over -- | mean why don't you put a hundred?

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: Let me
try the legal. Okay, you've heard the engineer
explain --

(Laughter.)

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: The
thing to understand is some nunmbers have | egal
significance --

MS. LAGANA: Have you been to Florida?

(Laughter.)

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: It was

a long time ago.
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MS. LAGANA: Are you counting megawatts
l'i ke they're counting votes?

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: It was
a long time ago that | was in Florida and | didn't
try to vote there.

(Laughter.)

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: The
point is that the 500-nmegawatt nunber is a nice
handy confortabl e placehol der that everybody seens
to want to use for this project. The applicant

started using it, the Energy Comm ssion used it at

times. It has absolutely no | egal significance
what soever. It's nore than 100 megawatts and
that's it.

In the decision, a |ot of people have
t hought we licensed a 500- megawatt plant. Well
we did not, that nunmber is not a |egal number,
it's not alimt. The decision | went through
carefully and found the decision describes this
project as having the foll owing nmegawatts, all of
whi ch are approxi mati ons and guesses for the
reasons that Steven explained in engineering
terms. It is described on different pages. 500
megawatts, 518 negawatts, 520 megawatts, 510

megawatts and in Steven's best analysis 529.9
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megawatts.

So those were the nunbers used, because
we didn't know any megawatts and it didn't matter.

MS. LAGANA: It only mattered because of
the generating material s?

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: No,
what matters to us today here, for this amendment,
does the amendnment add a nunber of |egal
significance, which would be 50 or above.

MS. LAGANA: |t does.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: Okay,
see that's the point. If you | ook at Steven's
anal ysis, what they're changing, what they're
adding is the machi nes they've rearranged and
added -- it's a question of what does that do?
How many megawatts have they actually added to
what they started with?

And what they started with is this

approxi mati on nunber. You can't use 500, because
that's a phony nunber. All those numbers -- you
have to use a nore realistic nunber, it's not just

somet hi ng that was used.
MS. LAGANA: So is 29 megawatts a phony
number ?

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: No, 29
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is his analysis, but that's under 50. See, if the
increase, if all of their juggling produced an
increase of 50 megawatts or nore they would be in
big trouble, because that's a |egal nunber, the
i ncrease of 50 megawatts.

MR. MacDONALD: But they're saying that
they are.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: But see
they're not.

Now, Steve's analysis, which if you have
the staff analysis, you see what he has
concl uded - -

MS. LAGANA: I'"'mlooking in front of me
here --

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: -- that
the increase is 29 or 17 megawatts, dependi ng on
the tenperature calculation, which is how the
engi neers | ook at different ways the plant
operates. Both 29 and 17 are well under 50.
Therefore, the I egal number isn't even approached.

MS. LAGANA: Okay.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK:
Therefore there is not the problem that has been
assumed, based upon reliance upon the fictitious

500 megawatt number and its other fictitious

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

90
runni ng mates, because that's not the nunber that
counts.

The number that counts is the increase.
And if it was -- if Steve found that their
increase was 50 megawatts or nmore we woul dn't be
here, because this is a matter that would have
probably been kicked out when received

MS. LAGANA: Depending on the technol ogy
that they're going to use, right? Isn't that what
you're saying that if they use G E. as opposed to
Westi nghouse --

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: But
the Energy Conmi ssion |licensed a project that wil
use this certain gas turbine generator, this
certain steam turbine generator, and that is what
they will install. They will install the machines
that the Energy Comm ssion |licensed themto
install.

They won't go out and shop around for
something different. |It's already been determ ned
what they want to put in. The Energy Comm ssion
analyzed the environnental inpacts fromthat
machi ne and said, yes, you can build it, and
they're building exactly that machine.

Now t hat machi ne may put out more than
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500 megawatts. It probably will. If it doesn't,
General Electric is going to have a real problem
they're going to have to pay a lot of |iquidated
damages. But the 500-negawatt figure was only a
nom nal figure. It was only a handle. You could
pick the project up by the 500-nmegawatt handl e and
wai ve it around and say, this isn't a 250- megawatt
plant, this isn't a 750-megawatt pl ant. It's a
500- megawatt pl ant.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: I
just want to state that we're getting pretty close
to nine o'clock and we want to go through all of
this, so |l want to speed it up a little bit. |
want to hear your questions, but can we nove a
little faster.

MR. MacDONALD: | want the actual
cal cul ati ons of what the amendments will increase
the output, because our argument was that it was a
500- megawatt plant and that what they told us was
that this plant, with its amendment would put out
559. Okay, that's what they said that this plant
would -- we said it was a 500- megawatt and they
said, no, this plant's going to put out 59 nore
megawatts over 500. But we're not over the 50

limt, because we're actually a 530, and that's
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where these nunbers on page five originally cane.

So they have said in the past that,
yeah, we are putting out 59 nmore nmegawatts than
the 500-nmegawatt plant. These amendments wil
actually equal up to 59 negawatts, but that
doesn't make any difference, because we're not a
500- megawatt, we're a 530-megawatt plant, so
that's only a 29 megawatt plant higher.

And your | egal question is very valid
and very inmportant because the reason these people
are fighting is because SCONOX is exceptionally
cl ean. Okay, but it will cost them $250 million
to put the SCONOX in. It will cost them $250
mllion to protect the health and wel fare of the
children of Pittsburg. It will actually create
more jobs putting this technology in place, nore
uni on jobs.

So | agree with that. W want jobs, but
we al so want clean and why should we allow
Cal pi ne-Bechtel to pollute the air, when there's a
technol ogy available that's only going to cost
them 200. And you have to remenber, these people
are making billions of dollars over the lifetime
of this thing.

So | want this Comm ssion to conme up
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with -- we want to know the actual increase in
megawatts of these amendnents, because they
clearly told us that this 59 megawatts woul d be
because of the amendnments. But it wasn't a
probl em because it was a 530-negawatt plant to
begin with.

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: Thank
you.

MR. SOMMER: The heat bal ances that show
the output of the plant for both the original
pl ant design and the current plant design have
been submtted to the Energy Conmi ssion in a
response to a data request, | believe it was
nunmber eight, Steve?

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: Yes.

MR. SOMMER: So that information is part
of the public record. The heat bal ance is the
met hod that's used to determ ne what a powerpl ant
output is, that's part of the public record.

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: That
document was from Ellison and Schnei der, attorneys
for Calpine. It was dated August 21st, 2000 and
it was docketed at the Energy Conmi ssion on August
25t h, 2000. It's public record.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Okay.
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MR. MAY: Yeah, real fast. |'m Gl enn
May, the reporter with the Ledger and the Ti nmes
here. I normally don't enter the public record
l'ike this, but just for the panel of people here,
I thought it'd be the easiest way to ask a
questi on.

I'"'mhaving a little trouble with those
numbers. Everywhere | saw it was described as 500
and it just leads nme to the question of with the
Delta plant being |listed as 880, my question is
that an accurate figure or not? 1Is it actually
greater than that? And if that is the accurate
figure for that plant how come it's known with
certainty there, but not with the Los Medanos
Pl ant ?

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: The
answer is that, as with this project, that 880
figure for Delta is again a nom nal number. And
the Energy Conmi ssion has not concerned itself
with the exact nunber of megawatts that will be
generated, because that's not required.

What is required is that we analyze the
environmental inpacts fromthis nom nal 880-
megawatt power pl ant.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: Ri ght.
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I'd second that. Probably none of the nunbers
bei ng used in nmost of the newspaper reports and
the Energy Conm ssion's website and applicant's
submttals are anything other than approxi mati ons
of megawatts and probably nost of them are too
low. And that the actual output when the thing is
run is going to be higher and it doesn't make any
| egal difference, because those aren't | egal
nunmbers.

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: And
remenber megawatts are not environnmental inpacts.

MR. BERTACCHI : I think it m ght be
hel pful to talk about apples and oranges, because
that's kind of what gets |ost here too. Turbines
are very dependent on tenperature for what the
output is of the turbine and so if you take the
existing plant, as it was designed, and that's
what we're installing, the same steam turbine, the
same combusti on turbines, and you | ooked at a
specific tenperature, it would have an output and
you could pick any tenperature and that output
m ght be slightly different.

For instance, if | pick 60 degrees, the
existing plant, as it was, and | came up with the

output it mght say, | don't know, 512 nmegawatts.
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But if you | ooked at what we're adding for duct
firing and | ooked at what the incremental output
where it's increased fromthat point, it is the
smal | er nunmber. It's nowhere near 50 megawatts.
That's the point of apples and oranges.

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: Yeah
but this is typical that the nunmbers will -- the
nunmbers that a plant m ght actually operate on
versus the nunber that m ght be used for the short
handle in the lists in the articles, those are
going to differ pretty nuch across the board.

I mean in the powerplant |'m working on
it was called a nom nal 500 and because of the
i ssue raised here we asked the applicant what
m ght be the higher nunmber it would actually run
at and we were given a nunber about 60 or 70
megawatts hi gher.

And so the fact is that these are
approxi mate nunbers. There's nothing unusua
about that. Now only the engineers may understand
it and it actually hasn't been tal ked about until
this situation came up, but it was a confortable
matter, because it had no consequences.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: But | think it's

i mportant to enphasize that, for all this talk
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about the approximtion of the megawatts, the
thing that's absolute is the environmental
i mpacts. Those em ssion |limts are specified.
This plant, when it was |licensed, had 58
conditions, limting its air em ssions, and those
are what really govern.

And if an applicant can generate 30
megawatts nmore and still satisfy those 58
conditions, that means there is no change to the
envi ronment al .

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: None of
those conditions are legally tied to nmegawatts.
There is no legal environnmental inmpact froma
megawat t .

MR. BERTACCHI: And beyond that it's not
just a legal differentiation, there's no practical
link between the megawatts and the inpacts. A
power pl ant putting out much fewer nmegawatts could
easily spew much nore pollution

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: As is
the case. And the dirtiest powerplants are the
smal | er ones that produce | ess megawatts and have
much ol der pollution control material or none and
they're going to be the filthiest plants.

FROM THE AUDI ENCE: Is that because of
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the ol der technol ogy?

SENI OR STAFF COUNSEL MUNDSTOCK: Yes,
but there's likely to be a correlation in many
cases.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Okay,
there's a --

MR. MAY: Just to finish up, so we don't
really know what the actual output of the Delta
plant is then?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: We do. We know that it
is approxi mately 880 megawatts.

MR. SOMMER: And we know absol utely what
the emi ssions will be limted to.

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: And
as with the Los Medanos facility we won't know
exactly how many negawatts it can put out until
it's turned on. We can calculate a nunmber now,
just as we cal cul ated nunbers for Los Medanos, but
until the plant is actually operated we don't know
what that number will be. But it doesn't matter.

MS. LAGANA: Is that why the grid's in
such a mess?

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:
There's a change in the agenda. We're going to

ask Guido Franco to present his summary on his
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analysis on air quality and then we'll do public
heal t h.

Thank you. M. Baker had to |eave.

SENI OR MECHANI CAL ENGI NEER BAKER: No,
"1l stick around.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:
You'll stick around. Thanks.

MR. FRANCO. My nanme is Guido Franco
I'"'mthe air quality engineer. | did the air
quality analysis for this amendnment. |'m going to
shorten my presentation as nuch as possible, but
the outline of ny presentation is the foll ow ng.

I want to start with a brief description
of the proposed changes. After that | will give a
presentati on about the regulatory analysis done by
the air quality management district. | will talk
a little bit about the air quality inpacts. And
again, | will indicate our prelimnary conclusions
and recomendati ons.

I think that we have to understand that
this is a draft analysis. W have been hearing a
| ot of comments at this workshop and we wil
incorporate -- we'll try to raise those comments
in our final analysis.

Wth respect to the proposed changes in
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permt conditions, this is a summry, for exanple,
of just for NOX, nitrogen oxides, the startup

conditions in the existing condition of

certification is 223 pounds per hour. The new
conditions will be 240 pounds per startup
It means that -- the startups usually

take like two or three hours, so it means that the
total anount of em ssions per startup will be 240.
However, because there is not an hourly limtation
in the amount of pollution that will be in the
startup in the new conditions, we assunme the worst
case condition, that is that all the em ssions
occurred during the first hour. That's why we
assume an em ssion |evel of 240 pounds per hour.

The nunmbers with blue, in blue, are a
situation in which the actual em ssions go down.
So, for exanple, during normal operations, the
existing permtted conditions is 16.3 pounds per
hour, the new permt conditions will be 13 pounds
per hour.

MS. LAGANA: MWhy isn't carbon monoxi de
in here?

MR. FRANCO: Excuse me?

MS. LAGANA: MWhy isn't carbon monoxi de

i ncreases noted in here?
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MR. FRANCO: | said this is a partial
list. The entire list of pollutants is included
in the analysis. This is --

MS. LAGANA: There's a significant
increase in the carbon monoxide stats. It goes
from 1821 to 2514. That's a significant increase.

MR. FRANCO: It's a significant increase
and we analyzed the increase to see if there would
be a significant inmpact and that's part of the
anal ysi s.

MS. LAGANA: MWhat |'m saying is that
think this needs to reflect carbon monoxide --

MR. FRANCO: I'"'mnot trying to hide
anything. All the nunbers are in the analysis.
What I'mtrying to do here is to provide a summary
of the anal ysis.

Wth respect to -- | mean em ssions for
the entire facility, NOX will go up from 1,190
pounds per day to 1,342. However, we have to
understand that these are permtted |evels. It
means there are em ssions that cannot be exceeded.
The actual em ssions have to be equal or | ower
than the emi ssions included in the permt
condi tions.

What | will do in ny final analysis is |
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will show you some historical data showi ng
actually what the powerplant typically meets
during the day with respect to the permtted
| evel s. I hope you will see that the actua
em ssions in practice are nuch I ower than the
permtted |evels.

What I'mtrying to say is that there is
a distinction between permitted | evels and actual
em ssions. Permtted |evels are em ssion |levels
t hat cannot be exceeded and usually the actual
em ssions are much | ower than the permtted
| evel s.

Again, in blue we have the em ssions for
which the limtations or the permtted | evels go
down.

Wth respect to the analysis done for
the district, they concluded that the amendment
complies with all the district's rules and
regul ations. And they said the analysis that we
performed by the district. And, again, if you
would like to get a copy of the analysis we wil
make sure that you get a copy of the analysis.

However because there are going to be
some increases in permtted | evels again,

permtted |levels, the applicant will have to
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provi de additional offsets. And the anount of
offsets for NOX is 25.88 tons per year, for PMLO
it is eight tons per year.

The applicant would have to surrender
the offsets that were generated from a shutdown of
a facility in Antioch. | don't want to take too
much of your time, but the emi ssion reduction
credits are part of the overall strategy used by
the air quality management district to reduce
pol lution at the |local and at the original |evel.

In nmy original analysis | presented -- |
mean, in my original analysis, what | did for the
original application for this powerplant, what |
did was to show an historical trend of ambient air
quality in this region. And what | will do in the
final analysis, for your information, is to again
present that figure and that information in the
final anal ysis.

And you will see that there has been a
trend to |l ower and | ower ambient concentrations in
this area. And | will, since that information was
requested, | will make sure that will be included
in the final analysis.

Wth respect to the air quality inpacts,

again, what we did was to -- | mean the applicant
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performed an analysis, the Bay Area reviewed the
analysis and they did all analysis and we revi ewed
both analyses. \What |'m presenting here is just a
very brief sunmary, but the NO2 inmpacts are | ower
than the anmbient air quality standard.

So even if we include the background,
the existing worst case background in this area,
and we add the worst case potential inmpact for
this powerplant, total em ssions -- | mean the
total em ssions, including the amendnment, what we
found out is that the NO2 inmpacts will be much
| ower than the ambient air quality standards.

Again, this is worse case anal ysis and
even under the worst case analysis we still --

FROM THE AUDI ENCE: How rmuch | ower?
What's the percentage? And what nodel were you
using to come up with that scenario.

MR. FRANCO: We used the industrial
source complex model. That is a nodel that is
approved by the Environnmental Protection Agency
and the Air Resources Board for this type of
analysis. And again, we did something that -- we
do it to make sure that there is not a potential
of significant inpacts.

What we do is to take the worst case
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measur ed ambi ent concentrations in the area, that
may happen, for example, in Novenmber, one hour in
Novenmber and we add to that the worst case
estimated i nmpacts, the incremental inpacts, due to
the powerplant, that may happen in July or may
happen in January, and we're adding up, even
t hough they are not physically possible, but just
to have a worst case estimation with inmpacts, we
add them up and we conpare themto the anmbient air
quality standards.

MS. LAGANA: Are you referring to page
16 in your docunent?

MR. FRANCO:. Yeah, the NO2 inpacts, the

total inpacts will be 399 m crograns per cubic
meter. And the most stringent anbient air quality
standard is 470 m crograns per cubic meter. But,

again, this 399 is an unrealistic worst case
estimati on of total inpacts.

MS. LAGANA: Okay. On page 16, the
first sentence is, "The NOX maxi mum background
concentrations measures in Pittsburg and Bet he
I sland, meaning the nmonitoring station, from 1995
to 1997 should conservatively represent the worst
case inmpacts," right?

MR. FRANCO: Uh-huh. \Why?
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MS. LAGANA: "Il tell you why. Bethel
Island in 1995 -- in 1995 Bethel Island did not
have a full blown air monitoring station because
in 1995 we still had an air nonitoring station in
Antioch, the one that got flooded in 1996 and had
to be taken away. When that was flooded in 1996
t hat equi pment went to Bethel |sland, conpleting
Bet hel Island in meteorology and in criteria
pol lutants and in ambient -- | mean the other
measur ement of pollutants. Okay?

Pittsburg did not have a full blown air
moni toring station until Cal pine upgraded it | ast
year. So they didn't have -- they had
met eor ol ogy, but they didn't have -- what did you
i ncrease?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Yeah, they did. Al l  we
did is we added PMLO.

MS. LAGANA: You added PMLO.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: But they still had NO2
t here.

MS. LAGANA: Well, they had NO2, but
they didn't have PMLO, because |'m going to get to
the other thing on --

MR. FRANCO: But let's talk first --

MS. LAGANA: So Pittshburg had it there
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and then so the third way that you got, because
they al ways take three nmonitoring stations to get
this inpact. Are you saying that you only took
Pittsburg and Bethel Island for this year's, for
1995 t hrough 1997?

MR. FRANCO: Yes.

MS. LAGANA: So then you didn't ask
Concord?

MR. FRANCO: Because it's not
applicabl e.

MS. LAGANA: Good. Okay. Well, my
feeling is that and my understanding is that
Pittsburg did -- that the air monitoring station
that was in Antioch conpleted the air nmonitoring
station that was in Bethel Island after Antioch
shut down. And that's the one that Cal pine
repl aced | ast year.

MR. FRANCO: No, that's a different
moni toring station. That was for PM for
particul ate matter. It wasn't for NO2.

MS. LAGANA: The air nmonitoring station
in Antioch?

MR. FRANCO:. The one that Cal pine
installed, it was for --

MS. LAGANA: Last year, what you are
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MR. FRANCO: It was only to measure

particul ate matter.

MS. LAGANA: No, your

moni toring

station, the new one that was installed is

met eor ol ogi cal and criteria pollutants and PMLO.

It's the full blown nmonitoring station, that was

my understandi ng of it.

MR. FRANCO:. No, the air quality

condition, AQ58 and it's in the --

MS. LAGANA: It's AQSS8.

MR. FRANCO: It's very clear

they only were required to install a nmonitoring

station for particulate matter.

MS. LAGANA: But the whol e route,

even did meteorol ogical

MR. FRANCO:. They did neteorol ogy and

they did PM but as far as we know, they don't

have NO2 data. | will check with them again,

I'm pretty sure that they didn't

NO2 - -

install any

t hey

108

t here that

but

MS. LAGANA: Mark, you're the conpliance

manager and you're supposed to be getting --

COMPLI ANCE PROGRAM MANAGER NAJARI AN:

nanme i s Chuck --
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MS. LAGANA: I'm sorry, Chuck, thank
you. You're the conpliance manager and |
understand that you get a nonthly report fromthis
moni toring station. Does it have NOX or not?

MR. FRANCO. We do get -- | mean --
because | review the data that they send us every
mont h and they don't -- | nmean they send us the
data in electronic formand in hard copy and they
don't present any NO2 information.

MR. SOMMER: Paulette, the nmonitoring
station that's currently in service is outside the
power pl ant boundaries and it was installed to
measure particul ate.

MS. LAGANA: Particul ate and
met eor ol ogi cal

MR. SOMMER: And meteorological. The
power pl ants themselves will have conti nuous
em ssions nonitoring systems for each em ssion's
source that will record NOX and co and those will
have mont hly and annual reports and source testing
done on those monitors. But the monitor that
you're referring to that's currently in service is
not associated with the plants, because the plants
aren't operating. It's an additional over and

above the requirenments of the air district and the

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

110

CEC and it measures a PMLO --

MS. LAGANA: And meteorol ogy only, not
-- it doesn't measure NOX?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: I think what you're
t hi nking of is we added some toxics nmonitoring
capability to the district's Pittsburg station.

MS. LAGANA: Ri ght.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: But, | mean everybody
here from Cal pine is shaking their head and has
the same recollection as | do, that | don't think
we added any NO2 to that station. I don't think
we proposed to do that and | don't think we
di scussed it. We can continue this discussion
|ater and | can check when |I get back to ny
of fice.

MS. LAGANA: Okay. 1'Ill take it off
l'ine.

MR. FRANCO: But the information -- the
data that we get fromthe applicant is only what
we requested, it's PMLO and PM2.5. There is not
NO2 data --

MS. LAGANA: So the only NO2 data is
com ng from Bethel Island?

MR. FRANCO: Bethel I|sland and

Pittsburg.
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LAGANA: And Pittsburg.
FRANCO: Yes.
LAGANA: MWhich is not the norn?

>0 30

FRANCO: That's a new one --
that's --

MS. LAGANA: On page 13 on the graph
that you have regardi ng PMLO - -

MR. FRANCO:. Now with respect to PMLO
the analysis -- again, this is the worst case
analysis -- indicates that the PMLO increnental
i mpacts will be about five m crograns per cubic
met er . However, the actual inmpacts have to be
much | ower than five m crograms per cubic neter.
And this is because, again, of the conservative
assunmpti ons made in the nonitoring exercise and
al so because, in this case, nost of the PMLO
i mpacts are estimated to be due to the cooling
towers.

Now we know that the droplets fromthe
cooling towers are nuch larger than PMLO. PMO is
particles |less than 10 mcrons. The droplets from
the cooling towers are in the 100 to 200
m crometers -- microns. So, what we did when we
moni tored the cooling tower was assune that all

the solids, the solids in the droplets immediately
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are released as very small particles. In practice
we know that that's not the case and that most of
the droplets fall into the ground very close to
the stack, long before they actually become PMLO.

So this five mcrograms per cubic
meters, we're using analysis, the worst case,
however the actual inmpact |evels are going to be
much | ower than that.

MR. TATAMER: What are the environmental
i mpacts of this stuff that's falling within this
radi us?

MR. FRANCO:. For the |l arger particles --
I mean for the droplets fromthe cooling tower,
that's what you're asking for? Because they are
so large, they are not -- besides they will be --
when we did the analysis the inmpact will be nore
or less 30 meters northeast of the cooling towers.
And as far as | know that is an industrial area,
there is no residenti al

MR. TATAMER: My question was, very
clearly and I'lIl repeat it, what is the
environmental inpact and what is the short and the
|l ong-term environmental inpact of NO2 or PMLO on
the human respiratory systenf

MR. FRANCO:. For the droplets it's
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insignificant, there's no inpacts.

MR. TATAMER: NO2?

MR. FRANCO: For NO2 the anbient
standards are designed to protect the nost
sensitive menber of the population. For that
reason and because the total inpacts are going to
be | ower than the ambient air quality standard,
there shouldn't be any significant inpact.

MR. TATAMER: Well, again, | appreciate
your comments. |'m asking a scientific question
and you're really comng off like a salesman. You
know, | even object -- you know, | mean this is an
outrage here where you're saying air quality
i mpact. Let's call it what it is, it's an air
quality statistic. You know, what is the inpact,
what is the human i npact, short or long ternf

You know, | think this again echoes --
and | 'm going to profess to be tired, as |'m sure
everyone is here, you know, this subject has been
a very enmotional subject and |I know that everyone
can appreciate that. You know, this has divided

established friendships, tested themand in

certain cases probably made them better. You
know, it doesn't kill us, it makes us stronger
But, you know, | want to make sure that
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this plant doesn't kill us. And, you know, |
appreci ate your research, | appreciate what you've
done, | know that you're doing, as a research
analyst, | know you're doing the best job you can
You know, as a city official, I think in order to
attack or to really understand any sort of
situation, you've got to put yourself in the other
shoes.

I understand significant econom ¢
benefit to Pittsburg. I mean, you know, without
m xi ng bones, this is a |low income area and |'m

unfortunately, upset that we kind of take this | ow

income nmentality as well. And, you know, I'II
make my point, | wish we'd talk about the human
i mpact, rather than statistics and call it what it
is.

MR. FRANCO:. Well, | try to do that, sir

and unfortunately |I wasn't able to explain it to
you. But our job is to protect the public health
and that's what we do.

However in the final analysis | will try
to answer your questions as best as | can. | mean
that's the only thing I can prom se.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: I

think Gary wanted to make a comment or address his
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conment s.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Yeah, | can
specifically answer your question. 1'll do ny
best, given the | ateness of the hour. Nitrogen
dioxide is a pollutant that affects, | think,

principally the cardiac system through the bl ood
and the respiratory system It has the effect of
aggravating certain types of diseases that people
al ready have. So that is the scientific answer of
what does nitrogen dioxi de do.

In terms of the inmpacts of this project,
this project will not cause any violations of
either the state or federal air quality standards
for nitrogen dioxide. What does that mean? Those
standards are designed to make sure that, in case
of the state standard, if you breathe a | evel of
nitrogen dioxide that's at the state standard for
one hour that you will not suffer any ill effects
at all with the safety margin and taking into
account the special needs of children and the
elderly, in ternms of their special sensitivities.

And so this project will not reach that
level. In point of fact that |evel has not been
exceeded in California anywhere for over 15 years.

In terms of the federal air quality
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standard, that is an annual average standard.
That | ooks at, if you were to breathe a | ower
| evel of nitrogen di oxide over the course of an
entire year, it would make sure that if you're at
that level or less, you will not suffer any health
effect, adverse health effects at all.

That standard has not been exceeded
anywhere in California for about seven years and
prior to that it was exceeded only in one
community in the South Coast Air Basin in Southern
California and before that it had not been
exceeded anywhere for at |east another ten to
fifteen years.

Does t hat answer your question?

MR. TATAMER: Well, yes, given the fact
you're on that side of the desk and, again, we

have to draw a |line and say | appreciate your

conment s.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Okay.

MR. TATAMER: | wish we could verify
those statistics, but | appreciate them

MR. RUBENSTEI N:  Okay.
MR. MacDONALD: Those statistics and
those |l evels are based on healthy males, they're

not --
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COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT:

That's not true, Jim --

MR. MacDONALD: -- they're not based on
children. You know that that is currently going
on and those levels are currently being discussed
and hopefully soon will be com ng out. And
secondly, the other nmedical evidence which has
only been out within the last year and a half
suggests that the inpact on children is much
greater than ever suspected.

But, ny question to you, though, is that
in the air quality studies that were done for the
initial, it was pointed out that some of it -- the
most significant concentrations could actually be
in the wintertime with conversion and that the
direction of the winds are practically none, zero
-- 1 live in the area so | know, at that time they
will be drifting directly fromthese powerpl ants
into the hones.

Now you're saying that you only tested
for the northeast, whereas the possibilities for
actual -- and saying that's industrial and you
don't care, there's no effect, where the air
studi es are actually showi ng that the possible

wor st case scenarios fromthe stats, where it's
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com ng up and going straight back down will be in
the wintertime, will be when the air directions
are towards the Central Addition, towards the
downtown. And so why aren't we giving us that
information since we're the ones that your own air
studi es show that we're going to be the nost
adversely affected in the wintertime and that the
concentrations are nostly likely to be the
greatest?

MR. FRANCO: When | said that the
maxi mum i mpacts occur 30 meters northeast of the
power plant, | was referring to the inpacts from
the cooling towers. For NO2 the inmpacts occur
somewhere el se

For the nodeling exercise, we nodel ed
the entire region, so the numbers that |'m giving
you are the worst case nunbers anywhere in the
model ed regi on.

And anot her conment with respect to NO2
is that the, and will show in ny final analysis,
is that the NO2 anbi ent concentrations in this
region and in the entire California are going
down. So it's information that | think you need
to have.

I think my assunption, | think it was

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

119
wrong, was to assume that, because that
informati on was part of the original analysis for
the original application, that | didn't need to
revise and present that information again, but |
will do it in ny final analysis.

So, just to finalize this, | will just
end up with nmy prelimnary conclusions, ny
recommendati ons, and the prelim nary concl usions
are the foll owi ng.

First, the permt conditions, if
granted, will not result in unmtigated
significant air quality inpacts. The amendments
comply with all applicable air quality | aws,
regul ati ons or standards and our prelimnary
recommendation will be to approve the proposed
changes in permt conditions.

Thank you very nuch.

MS. HUGMAN: I'm stuck on the cunul ative
effect of pollution and have been since | started
becom ng i nvolved a couple of years ago. So it's
with the EPA here sounding |like they're saying
there's no real inpact to the addition that
they're tal king about. And, in fact, 11
power plants in a community that has a | ot of

traffic sitting on the roads and everything too,
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is really significantly bel ow any danger |evels,
then that would say to me that every comunity in
California can have 11 powerplants and would still
be just peachy, and that doesn't nmake any sense to
me.

Coul d you address that, please?

MR. FRANCO:. The meteorol ogical
conditions, and | don't want to sound like |I'm
trying to -- 1 mean | will try to explain the best
I can.

The air concentrations in the anmbient
air depends on two factors. The first factor has

to do with the em ssion | evels, how nuch

em ssion --

MS. HUGMAN: W th em ssion what?

MR. FRANCO: Emi ssion levels, how nuch
pol lutants goes to the air. And the second factor

has to do with the meteorol ogy conditions, how
fast the wind blows, directions, if we have hills
around, the stability of the atnosphere. |f you
have a very stable atmosphere, the pollution
doesn't disperse very well

So these two factors are the factors
that are going to determ ne the ambient air

quality conditions in an area. So you may have a
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situation where you have an area with half of the
em ssions |levels that you have in this area, but
with the worst anbient quality conditions, because
the meteorology is not good enough to disperse the
pol lutants to produce | ower concentrations.

That's why we cannot rely only on
em ssions, we have to rely on measurenents of
actual ambient air quality conditions and we have
torely on air dispersion nodels, to take into
account both, em ssions and dispersion and the
existing conditions to find out what would be the
actual impact in a given area.

So 11 powerplants in a different area

may not -- may result in a significant inpact.
And if that's the case, those powerplants will not
be sited.

Our regul ations require for every
application to do a cunul ative inpact analysis, to
take into account not only the proposed project,
but also the other projects that are com ng on
line and also to take into account the existing
ambient air quality conditions. That was done for
this powerplant, the analysis included that. The
same anal ysis being done for the new powerpl ant,

they will consider this powerplant and the new

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

122
power pl ant .

If the em ssions fromthis powerpl ant

pass the 15 -- the air quality standards, those
power pl ants will not be able to be built. They
will not receive permts to construct or

conditions of certification fromthe Comm ssion

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Let me, if | can, also
try to put that in perspective. Since pollution
controls were first retrofitted to powerplants in
California in the late 1960s and early 1970s and
then since all the powerplant operators were
forced to switch fromoil burning to gas in the
| ate 1970s and early eighties, once that was done
it is absolutely true that you could build 11
power pl ants in many parts of California, not all
but in many parts of California and not create any
air quality problens.

One of the real ironies, especially with
the new powerplants in terms of how clean they
are, the stanps analysis, and I think it was table
16 -- page 16, was it, that had the air quality
i mpacts, showed for this project a nunber of 235
m crograns per cubic meter of nitrogen dioxide
comng fromthis plant and the air quality

standard is 470.
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Over 90 percent of that 235 comes from
the diesel fire punp. That little diesel fire
pump that operates an hour a week or an hour a
mont h, generates 90 percent of that nunber. The
560 -- | don't want to get into that. The |arger
number for the gas fired powerplant is ten percent
of that total. And that's just an indication of
how cl ean the new plants are and why you coul d,
not that anybody wants to, but why you could
safely, in terms of air quality, have that many
pl ants in one place.

MR. FRANCO: We usually have probl ens
when we nodel the small equi pment, because, first
of all, they are already close to the -- the
em ssions are very close to the ground. And
secondly, the em ssions are relatively high, so
like Gary said usually most of the emi ssions comes
fromthese small units and they don't come from
the | arger powerplants. That's very commuon.

But, if the powerplant, with this small
emergency generator or diesel punp, together, even
if the inmpact is only due to that small unit, if
the inpact is higher than the ambient air quality
standard, that powerplant will not be able to be

built. That's because the anmbient air quality is
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consi dered as an absolute, that nobody can produce
a violation of the anmbient air quality standards.

MS. LAGANA: And thank you for that
clarification, but it brings a question to m nd,
in that this diesel run fire punp can run an hour
a week for testing up to a hundred hours a year,
yet no offset credits are demanded for this, nor
for the backup generator.

MR. FRANCO: The total em ssions in tons
per year is |less than one ton per year. | mean
it's extrenely, extremely small.

MS. LAGANA: But it's accounting, |like
you said, for a large portion of that NOX figure

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Ri ght, but as Guido
said, there are two parts of that. One is the
em ssion rate and the second is the dispersion.

MS. LAGANA: Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: And so when you talk
about em ssion reduction credits you're talKking
about the em ssions and the problem with those
smal | pieces of equipnment is really the dispersion
and not the tons of pollution that you're getting
fromthem

MS. LAGANA: On page 11 when you talk

about the offset requirenments for the
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calculations, it was ny understanding in general
t hat when you have a NOX em ssion that your offset
is a NOX offset.

MR. FRANCO:. That's what was going to
happen in this case --

MS. LAGANA: Ri ght.

MR. FRANCO:. -- because they have enough
NOX of fsets, yes.

MS. LAGANA: But in the case of PMLO in
your docunent it states, "Calpine will use 32.2
tons of SOs, sul phur oxide, to offset the 8.05 ton
increase in PMLO em ssions.” And you call it an
inter-pollutant ratio of four to one. So, |I'm not
a scientist, so how can you have sul phur --

MR. FRANCO: Yeah, SOX is a gaseous
pol lutant that rapidly is oxidized and produces
particul ate matter.

MS. LAGANA: |t does?

MR. FRANCO: It does. The four to one
ratio is a very very conservative ratio. It's
assum ng that only four pounds of SOX uses one
pound of particulate matter. |In practice, the
actual ratio is around one to one. But, again,
this is just the nature of our analysis and the

district's requirenments to use the nost
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conservative assunptions.

MS. LAGANA: So what kind of particulate
matter does it produce, PMLO, PnR2.5?

MR. FRANCO: It produces PMLO.

MS. LAGANA: |t does?

MR. FRANCO:. Yes. And actually even --
I mean very very small particles, even smaller
than ten mcrons.

MS. LAGANA: It's interesting because
you're offsetting a PMLO with something that
eventually beconmes PMLO. | mean it sounds odd.

MR. FRANCO: That's the reason we allow
the inter-pollutant -- | mean the offsetting of
SOX for PMLO, because SOX eventually becomes
particul ate matter.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Over half of the PMLO
that we breathe starts off as a gas. Less than
hal f of the PMLO that we breathe in the air is
actually emtted from some source as PMLIO. And
that's why the idea of doing inter-pollutant
of fsets and inter-pollutant controls for PMO is
very common, because so much of what we breathe,
in terms of PMIO is made up from basically
aerosols that are formed and chem cal reactions

that go on in the air all the tine.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

127

MS. LAGANA: So by the time it gets to
an air monitoring station, does it come across as
PMLO?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: The sul phur di oxi de
froma source here probably will not fully form
PMLO for many hours and so it would be many m |l es
down wind. That's one of the reasons why the
ratio is set so high

MS. LAGANA: So is that really captured
by -- that's our gift to Oakley?

(Laughter.)

MS. LAGANA: It's not really captured by
our nmonitoring station, right?

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Well, you get plenty of
gifts from Oakl and here.

MS. LAGANA: Oakley, | was saying.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: I know, but comi ng the
ot her way.

MS. LAGANA: I n Cakl and, yeah.

MR. FRANCO: But also, | mean when you
have the worst PMLO conditions in this area, the
air is just stagnant, so all that SOX will also
i mpact this area. Also during the sunmertime the
conversion of SOX to particles is very fast. So,

again, you may have 50 percent conversion in one
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hour during the summerti nme.

One thing that I want to say about
offsets is that you have to see offsets as a
solution to an original problem For exanple, the
of fsets that were generated for Crockett were
generated in the upwing of Crockett. So they will
benefit Crockett. They will benefit Martinez.
They will benefit Pittsburg, Antioch

So the net effect is going to be that
with the inplementation of the quality managenent
pl ans that the ambient air quality conditions
shoul d i nprove.

MS. LAGANA: And on page 13 there's a
point of clarification. "An investigation into
the cause of the high PMLO concentration on
Oct ober 15th, 2000," shouldn't that be 19997

MR. FRANCO: 1999, thank you.

MS. LAGANA: Okay.

But on that chart because the | ocation
of the new air nonitoring station called Cal pi ne
Pittsburg, | guess, wasn't really up and running
until March 24th, all of the stats before that you

have in here that you include, before March, let's
say 17th, for argunent's sake, really is

i naccurate --
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MR. FRANCO: Yes.
MS. LAGANA: -- in terms of the --
MR. FRANCO: Remember that -- | mean we

don't want to hide anything.

MS. LAGANA: No, no, | know what you're
sayi ng.

MR. FRANCO:. And that's why we present
everyt hing. If this was just a strict engineering

or scientific analysis | would not be allowed to
present it at or before March 24, because --

MS. LAGANA: I'm just curious, since the
document and the analysis didn't come out through,
|l et's say November, why weren't the statistics for
June and July and August, which were avail able |
woul d assunme, included?

MR. FRANCO:. The district, when they
collect air quality data, the data has to go to a
quality assurance, quality control process. And
that takes a long time.

MS. LAGANA: | figured it took about
three nonths. Chuck, is that about right?

MR. FRANCO: So what | could do, in the
final --

MS. LAGANA: I'm sorry |I'm maki ng you an

expert, you're not, okay.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

130

(Laughter.)

MS. LAGANA: Forgive me. | think better
of you than you do.

MR. FRANCO: So what | could do is take
the final analysis to try to update this graph.

MS. LAGANA: Can we have |ater stats
than this because |I think we would have nore
information in a | onger period?

MR. FRANCO: Yes, | will contact the
district to see if they have additional data.

MS. LAGANA: For those three, for the
three.

MR. FRANCO: Yes.

MS. LAGANA: That woul d be great.

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Well, | think actually
you have nore recent data for the Cal pine
Pittsburg station, don't you? |It's the two Bay
Area district stations that |ag behind.

MS. LAGANA: But even Cal pine Pittsburg
will give us a better picture than this is and |
woul d appreciate it if you could let me know when
that would be available. |If it's not going to be
avail able for this document, when it woul d be
avai |l abl e, because we have another power pl ant

we're | ooking at on Monday.
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They are al so using these stats and
they're saying they can't get this information
either and I'd like to give them some information.
Okay, thanks.

MR. FRANCO: You're wel come.

MR. MacDONALD: One quick question.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Okay.

MR. MacDONALD: Those diesels that are
bei ng used for the fire punps, are those going to
be equi pped with catalytic converters?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: No.

MR. MacDONALD: Okay. Because there is
technol ogy now avail able for diesel catalytic
converters.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: That technology that is
required is a health risk assessment showi ng that
the diesel engine will exceed the acceptable risk
| evel s and these di esel engines do not, but that
was eval uat ed.

MR. GLENN: My name is Bill Gl enn and
I'"'ma menber of the Pittsburg Pl anni ng Conmi ssion.
I've also been on the Enron Powerpl ant Advisory
Comm ssion since day one and currently serve on
t he Cal pi ne one.

I want to point out that issue of
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curmul ative is not new to this process. 1It's been
in effect since the first that | joined the
Power pl ant Advi sory Conm ssion that was formed by
Enron.

One of the things that we did in
conjunction with Paulette and a whol e bunch of
ot her people was to ensure that we didn't get into
the trap which I find ourselves in right now of
trying to tag powerplants that have not come on
line yet with pollution that they haven't created
yet. That was the whol e purpose of bringing about
the additional nonitoring station in order to cone
up with a baseline study that determ ned what are
we living with now to answer M. MacDonal d's
question and this |ady's question over here.

The purpose of that was to try and
determ ne exactly where are we in terns of what
are we breathing and what is the industry that
surrounds in the general Bay Area creating. It
t ook about a year to get BAAQMD to agree to put in
that nonitoring station and the we went through
the flooding issue. We went through what are we
moni toring and how should it be equi pped and we
don't have people to nonitor it.

And finally Calpine, in frustration,

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

after they had bought the Enron
know what, it's in our best int
this nonitoring station because
going to work for us because we
determ ne additional data that
bel ongs to sonmebody else. And
wor ki ng.

Now, reason prevails,
peopl e have nmentioned it tonigh
breathing? Where is it com ng

source? How high is the stack?

133
pl ant said, you
erests to establish
that way it's
will be able to
is not ours, it

it appears to be

and a | ot of
t, so what are we
fron? What's the

How should it be

visible to the skyline? Do we want to make it

400-foot tall? Do we reverse t
did in LMEC and put the stacks
east, which created a little bi
Antioch and so on.

The point being is, o
i ssues that | think is inportan
buy a plant that is at a fire s
did, and then attenpt to reconf
what is considered to be a prov
| ocated in Texas, that doesn't

mcro climate that exists in th

he plant |ike we
further to the

t of a furor in

ne of the other

t is that when you
al e, as Cal pi ne
igure it to match
en nodel that's
exactly match the

e Pittsburg basin,

not now, not tomorrow and not ever.

What it does is it gives you a good
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handl e on the technol ogy of the powerplant in
particular that you're attenmpting to nodify from
the one that exists.

I think the other point that was very
i mportant and was made tonight is this. Let's say
for the sake of argument, you produce an F-4
aircraft and it's entitled Model A, It is the
same airplane when it gets to Model G It just
happens to be nmore powerful, better equipped and
can do different things in better ways.

All I'"msaying is they're trying to
i mprove the powerplant and work on the thing and
try to get it to be optim zed as much as possi bl e.
My assunption is, having sat through many
meeti ngs, that the technology that is being
utilized and delivered and installed in the deck
pl ant closely resenmbles either the Texas plant or
the nodified and proposed plant that is being
built at LMEC, because obviously that's the best

technol ogy available and it's in their best
interests to do so

Anot her variable that | haven't heard
menti oned here tonight at all in ternms of the
curmul ative effect is, what is the designation

associated with a given plant? 1Is it a 247 plant
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or is it restricted to run less than 247?

Well, as a matter of fact, since we're
about six megawatts short of demand in this
particul ar area, based on figures |I've heard, it's
in somebody's best interests to run 247 because
that's where you provide the power and don't have
rolling brownouts, etc.

Questi ons have been asked, is the new
deck plant going to be 247? 1t hasn't been
determ ned yet. What's happening with the Antioch
plant as far as its pollution? It doesn't have
any because it's dead. So that's why we're
tal ki ng about repair by replacenment with the new
plant that's comng on |line. Depending on whose
figures you want to talk about, it's around 560
megawatts, but we won't get into that.

The bottom line question that still
remai ns i s under certain conditions of meteorol ogy
and certain conditions of product, based on
demand, what is the cumul ative effect on the
popul ation in closest proximty to these sources,
and that hasn't been answered yet.

So if need be, we need to push for nore
moni toring stations that will enconpass a

moni toring programfor all types of enissions

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

136
before these new powerplants cone on line. And
we're not there yet, because | heard some
em ssions tonight that are not being nonitored and
may be incapable of being nonitored effectively.

And M. MacDonald is correct, depending
on the time of the year, | have a 30-foot flagpole
in my backyard, | live right on the water, on the
river and that flag can bl ow 360 degrees in ten
m nutes time and only a difference in 30-foot
elevation. | have a windm Il sitting down bel ow
that, it doesn't nove at all

So with 150 or 400-foot stack | would
i mgi ne you could go out there and | ook at the
flume and it rises straight in the air on sone
days, but the wind's blowing in your face on the
ground.

So where is it comng from what is the
curmul ative effect and howis it deposited and
those stats are absolutely inperative. And to
permt a lag time for some agency that's quality
control of 90 days when you're trying to produce a
document for certification or licensing problens
is ridiculous, |I'msorry.

They need to get off the dime and get

with the program  Thank you.
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COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Thank
you.

Okay. If there aren't any nore
questions, let's nove on to public health, which
is the |last one. And we changed the agenda,
because we felt that going with air quality first
woul d provide nore of a background for Mke to
present his analysis. And we are way over, SO
we'll make this pretty quick. Okay? Thank you.

ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON OFFI CER RI NGER
In general public health tries to deal with all of
the other toxic pollutants that are not accounted
for in the air quality analysis, that being
noncriteria pollutants or those which do not have
ambient air quality standards established.

That having been said, |I'm going to go
back to air quality just for a second and clarify
a couple of things. One is on the table six on
page 16, where it tal ks about the inpacts and the
total inpacts and the most stringent standard.
Contrary to anything that's been said here
tonight, state air quality standards by | aw nmust
be based on trying to protect the nost sensitive
menmbers of the population with an additional

mar gi n of safety. These are not always white
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mal es, sometimes they're healthy people and
sometimes they're not.

In the case of ozone it turns out that
heal t hy people are more susceptible to the effects
of ozone when they exercise because they do
exercise and they breathe nore deeply. So the
ozone actually affects healthy people nmore than it
does say asthmatics, who don't breathe as deeply.

In other cases, people such as infants,
the elderly and people with existing illnesses
are, indeed, more susceptible to pollution and
that's taken into account in these standards, and
it's taken into account as a matter of |aw.

The standards are exam ned and they're
reexam ned and | believe it's on a five-year
basis. It's true that Senate Bill 25, which was
passed, requires the Air Resources Board and the
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessnent
to reassess the adequacy of some of these
standards and that's in process now.

So, referring to this table, when we
have a total inmpact in NO2, for exanple, of 399
m crograns, conpared to the standard of 470, by
definition, as it sits today, anything that's |ess

than the standard does not cause and i s not
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expected to cause any health inpacts to anybody,
including sensitive members of the popul ation.

So in answer to the health based
question that arises fromthis table, that is we
woul dn't expect any health inmpacts at these
| evel s.

In the case of PMLO, you're already over
the standard. When this plant adds additional
PMLO, then that's why we have offsets to take that
into consideration.

In the public health analysis, yes, this
is abbreviated quite a bit fromthe origina
public health analysis that was done for the
original application. This only deals with
changes brought about by the amendments and it
doesn't go into as nuch detail for that reason

A very quick sunmary of public health is
that we use risk assessment and health risk
assessment modeling to try to estimte what the
i mpacts are. Since there are no anbient air
quality standards, we can't say that the air that
you breathe is below a certain level, for
instance, like with NO2 and therefore it's safe,
there are no standards at all.

So what we have to do instead is try
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to -- when | say estimate, these are all worst
case estimates. We don't actually believe that
anything like this will happen because it is
t heoretical worst case and when we continue to
tal k abouT theoretical worst case sometinmes we
fall into the trap of thinking that these are
actual estimtes of what we will actually be
breat hing, and that's not the case.

So that having been said, we try to
figure out what you could possibly be exposed to
once it comes out of the stack, and somebody --
actually is done for an area surroundi ng the
entire facility for every hour of the year. So if
somet hing comes out of the stack, for every hour
of the year, depending on the worst case
met eor ol ogi cal conditions, where does that end up?
If it ends up two mles over here and somebody is
exposed to it, you know, what effect does that
have on them

We do that for an hour, one hour basis,

and for -- the acute and for chronic basis, for
bot h noncancer and cancer. The acute is only for
noncancer.

So, if you take a | ook at those three

di fferent types of calculations, and this is on
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page 20 of the document, where you have public
health table one and public health table two.
These anal yses were done both for the facility
itself and for the diesel fire punp engine and it
was done for the entire facility. In other words,
if the incremental changes to this facility were
on the order of what was discussed earlier, 17 to
29 megawatts, or whatever it was, we don't just

| ook at that increment, we | ook at the entire
facility output.

And we did that originally for the
facility that was described there and we're doing
this over again for the newly described facility.
And I'd like to just interject also that at no
time did | ever take into account how many
megawatts this plant was designed to produce.
That's not a part of any of the cal cul ati ons that
I do or anything that's involved with public
heal t h.

We strictly deal with the amount of
em ssions that come out of the stack and the
amount of fuel that's burned and meteorol ogi cal
conditions, things like that.

There was some recal cul ations that were

done because of the conservative nature of health
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risk assessnments and it turned out that, although
it's always conservative, it was especially over
conservative in a certain area where they assumed
that a certain toxic substance, that being
hexaval ent chrom um would be emtted fromthis
pl ant when, in fact, it would not be. And that
had a fairly large inpact in the changes.

So in this table we have the current and
proposed, acute noncancer hazard. The current --
the new cal cul ati ons were .04. The old
cal cul ations were .08. The number that we | ook at
to determ ne the health risk is 1.0.

And a sinple way to describe this would
be at the level of 1.0 it still wouldn't affect --
we woul dn't expect anybody to be adversely
affected by this plant. W wouldn't expect
anybody's health to be adversely affected.

So the current level is 1/25 of the
| evel of significance. So that nmeans it's far
bel ow that. And, again, this is the worst case,
using a number of worst case assunptions and we
don't even expect .04 to be reached.

Goi ng down one line, on the chronic, we
have .018, which is a little bit higher than what

it used to be. It was .010. But, again, that's
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far, far below the significance |evel of 1.0.

Then to go down to cancer, the cancer
risk -- | had that backwards. The proposed is the
new cal cul ati ons and the current is the old
calculations. So the acute went up by .04 to .O08.
The chronic decreased from.018 to .010. And
simlarly the cancer risk decreased from .5 to
.13.

The cancer risk is slightly different.
That's the chances in a mllion, so over a
person's lifetime if they were constantly exposed
at the particular geographic location of the
maxi mum i mpact fromthis facility, if they were to
stand there for 70 years and be exposed to these
toxi ¢ substances, there's only .13 chance in a
mllion extra than contracting cancer over their
lifetime. And that means that their normal chance
of contracting cancer is anywhere from 250,000 to
300,000 in a mllion and this would only add. 13
to that, under worst cases.

A normal case would be far |ower because
of the way that the calculations are done and the
conservatismthat's built in.

Turning to the diesel fire punp engine,

we have simlar results. The diesel fire punp for
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all three types of health risks that we | ook at
are far, far below any levels of significance.

And that's pretty much the way it was -- that's
what we've seen in other projects as well.

So we've concluded that the changes in
this project don't have any significant inmpacts on
public health and they don't have any changes in
i mpacts to public health. W didn't expect any
significant inpacts fromthe project the way it
was configured in the past and we don't expect any
significant inpacts fromthe new configuration.

Alittle bit of perspective on
curmul ative inpacts. In air quality you can do a
curmul ative inpact nodeling by taking into account
background cal cul ati ons and seeing what this would
add to that. You can't do exactly the same thing
with toxics because there's no real ambient
standards to | ook at.

What | have done is |'ve | ooked at the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District's
cal cul ati ons of average risk of breathing air,
just over the entire Bay Area and that's decreased
in the past several years, due nostly to
refornmul ated gasoline and advances in auto

technol ogy and the diesel fuel programthat they
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have.
That used to be around 500 in a mllion
excess chances of cancer. So that means that the

average person in the Bay Area, their chances of

getting cancer over their lifetime would be
increased by 500 in one mllion. So if it were
250,000 in a mllion before, now it would be

250,500 in a mllion.

Wth the refornul ated gasoline, that's
gone down to about 199 in a mllion or something
like that. So it's gone down by nore than half.
So this plant then would add | ess than one to that
nunber . It would add less than actually .13

And again that .13 is calculated at the
single point of maximum inpact and at all other
points it would be far less than that. So you
can't really add the .13 to the larger nunber,
because the .13 is only in one specific location.
It's Iower everyplace else. And that's the same
with the acute and the chronic noncancer inpacts.

Those nunbers are only valid for one
particular location. [It's |ower everyplace else
and | think I m ght have put in here where those
| ocati ons were. | guess it's not in here. |

could put that in.
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The original analysis had the | ocation
of all these maxi mum inpacts and they tend to be
different locations. |It's not necessarily true
that the closer you are to the plant the worse the
i mpact because of dispersion or whatnot.

Someti mes the worst inmpacts are four or five mles
away.

But we assume that there is a person
standi ng at each | ocation of maxi num i npact
breathing that air and we assunme doing those
cal cul ations that even that person is not -- their
health would not be comprom sed.

That concludes ny presentation. I'd be
glad to answer questions.

MS. BLACKWOOD: Well, actually my
question was where was that place you were talking
about ?

Actually | just had something that
wanted to say before we were done tonight and it's
something that I'd really like to have this panel
take back to the California Energy Comm ssion.

I think it really needs to be an
understood thing by the California Energy
Comm ssion that you people, as a whole

organi zati on, have nore responsibility to the
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citizens of the Pittsburg Antioch area to not
all ow one community to shoulder a major portion of
the California energy crisis.

In the future, myself and many other
people that | know that |live here would |like you
to make, not just the City of San Jose, but other
pl aces who have applied for permits -- for people
who have applied for permts to build powerplants,
shoul der their portion of this responsibility for
this crisis that we have.

I'm sure that you guys have heard up in
Sacramento we've already paid for San Francisco's
BART, so we have no wi sh to house their powerpl ant
or to have any more powerplants built here.

So we'd be nost appreciative if, in the
future, you would kindly be nmorally responsible
about making those decisions. Thank you.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: We
will pass that on.

MS. LAGANA: Thanks for the report.

What is the dispersion area, you know,
when you tal k about this one place. Are you
tal ki ng about the inmediate site, is that what you
mean when you say this one |ocation?

ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON OFFI CER RI NGER:
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No, when they do the nmodeling they set up a grid
system and the space between the grids varies with
the distance fromthe plant, and Gary can probably
tell me exactly how far out that went with this.

I know that the maxi mum i mpact | ocation
of the original nodeling was several mles from
the plant.

MS. LAGANA: It's usually five, | think

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Yeah, in the
application that we sent into the Conmm ssion, we
had a picture showi ng what the sanpling grid is
and how big it is. | know you can't see it back
there. Each one of the dots on this chart is a
receptor that we | ooked at and so we laid it out,
really, over the entire area.

The grid size looks to me like it was 30
kilometers -- 20 kilometers by 30 kiloneters. So,
it's getting too late for me to do the math -- 12
by 18 m |l es around the area.

MS. LAGANA: So 12 to 18 miles?

MR. RUBENSTEIN: And that's how far out
it was spread.

MS. LAGANA: In a radius?

MR. RUBENSTEIN: No, in kind of a

square.
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MS. LAGANA: In a square?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Yeah, rectangle. And
close in to the plant the grid spacing would have
been about 30 meters, about 90 feet apart, 100
feet apart. And then also any place where, during
our screening analysis, we saw concentration that
was relatively high we would also put a grid of 30
meter spacing in that area as well. So it pretty
densely covers the area to make sure that we find
where that worst |ocation is.

MS. LAGANA: And you're saying at that
worst | ocation these are your stats?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: Ri ght .

MS. LAGANA: Okay. So for the record,
and | think you've heard this from me before,

M ke, and maybe Jeri hasn't, but for the record,
County Health, Contra Costa County Health, has
come out with a video docunent or a video report
regardi ng chronic illness and chronic disease in
Contra Costa County.

It names five cities, two of them are

Pittsburg and Antioch. The others are all in the
west county. | don't know how that figures into
your cal cul ation, but | would request that the

California Energy Comm ssion realize that this is
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county health telling us that in Pittsburg and
Antioch our susceptibility to chronic disease is
hi gher than in most of the cities in Contra Costa
County, except for three over in Richnond, EI
Cerrito and, | forget, Pinole, | think.

So, you know, with that kind of information
com ng from County Health, you can see why we have
concerns regarding the inpact of this many plants
and industrial, you know, facilities, but
certainly in the plants comng into our area and
giving us, you know, the emi ssions that we're
going to be experiencing, you know, by Iliving
here.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: We're in the process of
obtaining the background information that was used
for that video.

MS. LAGANA: Great, good. Have you
spoken to Gena?

MR. RUBENSTEI N: I think somebody
else --

MS. LAGANA: Gena File. Okay, thank
you.

MR. LENGYEL: M ke Lengyel, just to
foll ow up on what Paul ette Lagana sai d.

You' re tal ki ng about statistics and
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model s and regul ati ons and anbi ent air standards,
but we're tal king people, we're tal king about
children and grandparents and we're tal king about
nei ghbor hoods. And we're concerned about the
health of those nei ghborhoods and you can quote us
all your models that you want and all the
statistics that you want and we don't believe you.

What | would ask you to do and hereby
request is that the California Energy Conmm ssion
Cal pi ne Corporation and the City of Pittsburg
jointly fund a baseline study of the health of the
residents within an appropriate area of this
projects, | say within one mle, and update this
study every five years for the next 25 years to
assure residents that your joint activities near
our nei ghborhoods won't harm our health.

The County Public Health Officer would
be an appropriate inmpartial official to conduct
such a study. And there are other opinions on
the risk from powerplants, aside fromthose that
are expressed by M. Ringer.

So | would think it would be
appropriate, since the hour is late, perhaps if
there could be another workshop dealing primarily

with public health. There are sonme ancillary
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devel opments that occurred because of the
California Energy Comm ssion comng to Pittsburg
and they were done jointly with the City of
Pittsburg and Cal pine is building these
facilities.

One is an industrial truck road and |
just got some pictures of it today. Here's a
church and the homes and the church is 12 feet
away from the curbline of an industrial truck
road. When you're tal king about diesel exhaust
there would be about 1000 trucks com ng here.

The City of Pittsburg used the Energy
Comm ssion's assessment of this thing, which I
bel i eve was done by Rita Frankle, which was
woeful |y i nadequate, in my opinion.

The other picture 1'd like to show you
is there's some purple pipes right there that you
m ght see. This is a greenbelt which was required
by your Energy Comm ssion. Through that purple
pipe will come reclai md sewage water fromthe
Delta Diablo Sanitation District. And that's
recl ai med sewage water -- this is A Street. There
are homes over there and we don't see it, but off
to the left there is a new subdivision called the

Village at New York Landi ng.
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This use of reclaimed sewage water on
this greenbelt was justified by the City of
Pittsburg by referring to the Energy Comm ssion's
approval. So this diesel road and this exhaust,
with its diesel exhaust and this purple pipe, it's
actually on your dime. The City of Pittsburg
honed in on our dime and said you justified it, so
they're justifying it without any study of the
heal th consequences.

And al so on your dime a park is being
devel oped behind the wall, and | know there are
di fferent opinions about this matter, but this is
a picture of a wall there, which your Energy
Comm ssion acquired that wall. The City approved
this road, so they approved this road. This is a
park site which is on industrial |and, undergoing
reclamation efforts by another state agency.

This is a park site. These are borings
of -- borings, which are very mysterious borings.
I don't know what they mean, but maybe M ke
Sommer s knows why they have been done.

At any rate, | just want to |leave this
with you and | eave that request with you and ask
that the health aspects of this study be studied

further and that a further workshop will be held.
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And that the County Public Health Officer, WIIliam
Wal ker, and ot her people be invited so that we can
get a broader view of the actual things that wll
occur on the ground, rather than nmodels or
extractions.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Do you have specific
studies that you're referring to when you say that
there's other studies of powerplants?

MR. LENGYEL: Pardon?

MR. RUBENSTEIN: You refer to some
ot her --

MR. LENGYEL: No, it was something from
C.A R E., which | do not know of its validity or
not, but they hung it on nmy door one day and it
i ndi cated some dangers fromthe noncriteria
pol lutants or toxins fromthis powerplant.

So | think there is other material,
possi bly, fromthis organization and there is --
the County Public Health Officer is also the City
Public Health Officer, so there are public health
| aws that apply in this case. And somehow in al
your wonderful, you know, engineering and the need
for electricity, the human bei ngs seem to get | eft
out and | would like to have them put back in the

picture with your assistance, in sone way.
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So, thank you very much.

MR. BERTACCHI: | would just like to
make one quick statement. The water being
produced that's in the purple pipe going down the
street is being produced by the Delta Diablo
Sanitation District. And it's being produced to
very stringent standards in California called
Title 22 standards.

That water also can be used for
swimm ng, that's how tightly controlled that water
is that's being produced. Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Let nme just reply to
that a little bit too.

When this project proposed used
reclai med water, | got ahold of whatever studies
could and put those in ny analysis at the tine.
Since then additional powerplants have proposed
used reclai med water and | was able to get
addi ti onal studies, nore updated studies that had
nore information in them And it turns out that
the reclainmed water is indeed, pretty clean water.
It's true that you can't drink it, but that's for
vari ous reasons having to do nmore with perception
than anything, and |I can say that because |'m not

part of that program They could never say that,
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I don't think.

There has been studies done in Los
Angel es on reclaimed water. There's several
treatment plants down there that produce water to
Title 22 standards. They | ooked at |evels of
viruses and bacteria and | think they |ooked at
several hundred thousand gallons or liters of
wat er and didn't even find a single virus, a
vi abl e virus.

There was al so studies done on
irrigating food crops with this type of water
And these were food crops that were meant to be
eaten raw down in the Monterey area. And as part
of that study they have sprinkler irrigation and
they al so nonitored the air and tried to determ ne
whet her or not bacteria or any kind of pathogens
that m ght have been present in the water could
travel through the air, because that has to do
wi th, you know, inhal ation.

Peopl e think that using this water,
pat hogens m ght come out of the cooling tower and
that woul d affect people through inhalation.
Well, they found out there was no problemwith
that either.

And this type of water recycling has
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been endorsed by the Santa Clara County Medica
Society. So it is not something that we do
lightly, just go ahead and approve sonething
wi t hout | ooking at it.

And it's not only our opinion, |'m not
an expert per se in water like that. | depend on
the State Office of Drinking Water and they did
the proposed Title 22 standards.

When you tal k about bringing in the
human part of this into the equation, anybody with
access to the Internet, and |I encourage you to
| ook at the website at the Office of Environmental
Heal th Hazard Assessnent. They're the group
that's conposed of epidem ol ogi sts, physicians,
doctors, toxicologists, who are charged with
| ooking at all the different health studies out
there and coming up with the different |evels that
are used in these health risk analyses. And in
each and every case they take a | ook at all these
studi es that are out there, the people that were
invol ved in the studies, whether or not they were
heal t hy, whether or not they were sick.

If they were healthy they applied safety
factors. Sonetinmes the safety factors ran into

the hundreds or even thousands. In other words,
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that there's a level that they find that there's
just a slight effect, they m ght divide that by a
thousand. And if they think what a safe level is,
with a margin of safety it's even further down.

This isn't something that we just do
lightly. These are the result of many hours of
public workshops and heari ngs and peer review and
these are eventually adopted into state standards
t hat people who do health risk assessments have to
use these |evels.

MR. SOMMER: |'d like to add that our
use of the recycled water and the regul ations
related to that are nonitored by the Department of
Heal th Services and we have to make various
submttals of how we're going to use the water and
we have nonitoring requirements, etcetera.

So, in addition to that, the California
Energy Comm ssion and the Department of Health
Services also nmonitors our use of this recycled
wat er .

MR. BERTACCHI: | think it's also worth
noting too that those regul ati ons have kind of two
| evel s of how that water is treated.

The first level is the type of water

that you would see used for, you know, watering
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gardens and things |like that, agricultural use.
This water that we're producing over at -- the
Delta Diablo Sanitation District is producing for
Cal pine is of a higher standard. It's actually
certified, as | said earlier, for swi nmm ng, so
it's even to a much higher standard than what
you'd normally see to water the normal, perhaps,
on the roadside bushes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Well, not only that,
but it could be used for watering playground areas
where children can be, things |like that, any kind
of public contact.

MS. GUNN: Hi, Joyce Gunn, 120 Herron
Drive in Pittsburg. And |I've only lived in
Pittsburg a year, so | had a couple of real basic
suggestions for your information that you handed
out .

One is the only reason we knew about
this neeting is because we happened to see the
article in the newspaper. There was no other way
t hat we woul d have known about it.

Secondly, | would suggest that you mail
notices to the residents in the area that is in
proximty to the project that you're working on,

so that -- you know, you may or may not have time
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to read your newspaper and you may not get on the
Internet, but if it's mailed to your house it's up
to you whether you look at it or throw it away
wi t hout | ooking at it. And at |east then you're
covered as far as having notified everybody from
your end.

And the other thing is probably not
important to a |lot of the people here, because
they've lived here a long time, but there is no
pl ace in the handouts that actually shows the
address of this project or a map showi ng the
project and where it's | ocated.

Now |I'm sure there was in the origina
application, but it seens |ike every bit of
i nformation that comes out should at |east have
the address of where the project is, if not a map
showing it. Thanks.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGE SCOTT: Thank
you.

Okay. In conclusion, | want to thank
all of you for com ng out. You've all brought up
some very valid points and what has been said over
and over again, which many of you have brought up,
and it's something that we need to | ook at, is our

notification process, which we will do. Because
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one thing that we use in the pr
our mailing lists together and
wor ked.

But things are changi
Commi ssion is willing to change
t hat .

I can't give you a i

things I'm going to do. That's
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process and it's
ocess of putting

basically it's

ng and the

. So we'll | ook at

st of all the

the reason why |

have the reporter, because so much canme up and

we'll | ook at the transcript.
wor kshop indicates that we need
one. | need to talk with ny Pr
see how we're going to proceed
we have a final draft analysis
wor kshop on that or if we'll lo
transcript and get the addition
to you.

So right now | can't
what we will do, but we will sc
wor kshop.

COMPLI ANCE PROGRAM MA
M ght | just interrupt for a se
inclination is to integrate the

staff analysis, publish it and
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wor kshop. I's that something -- would you think
that that's the way to proceed, just generally?

FROM THE AUDI ENCE: I would like to get
a published transcript. I'd like to see a
publ i shed transcript.

COMPLI ANCE PROGRAM MANAGER NAJARI AN: A
public transcript is public know edge.

FROM THE AUDI ENCE: Yeah, but | mean
sometimes it takes eight weeks.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Oh,
no, no, that would take five to ten working days
for this transcript.

MS. LAGANA: On the Internet?

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: I
guess it could if we get an electronic copy, we
could put it on the Internet. We'Ill work
somet hi ng out.

MR. SOMMER: Can | make one comment as
the Applicant. There was a significant nunber of
i ssues related to the Comm ssi on process and ot her
things that to nme were not related to the specific
amendment requests and | would just like to have
that considered that | don't want our amendnment
request to be adversely inmpacted schedul ewise to

address Comm ssi on process issues and things that
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are beyond the scope of our application.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Okay.
We woul d take that into consideration. That's why
| said we would | ook at the transcript before we
proceeded, but some of the questions dealt with
addi ti onal information --

MR. SOMMVER: Agreed.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: --

that the people wanted to see in the analysis.

MR. SOMVER: | agree with that. Okay,
t hank you.

COMPLI ANCE PROJECT MANAGER SCOTT: Okay,
with that, I'Il give my card to anyone who doesn't
have it so you can contact me. |I'Il let you know
when the transcript is available and we'll let you
know -- we'll put together another workshop.

Okay, thank you again for com ng.
(Thereupon the California

Ener gy Conmm ssion Workshop on
the Los Medanos Energy Center
Proj ect was adjourned at 10: 25

P.M)
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